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United States Department of the Interior 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Lake Rousevelt National Recreation Area 
1008 Crest Drive 
Coulee Dam, Washington 99116-1259 





IN REPLY REFER TO: 








Dear Interested Party: 


Enclosed you will find the Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement for Lake 
Roosevelt National Recreation Area (final GMP/EIS). The Draft General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement (draft GMP/EIS) was released for public comment in October 1998, and 
the comment period ended January 31, 1999. Public meetings were held in Coulee Dam, Davenport, 
Spokane, and Kettle Falls, Washington, during December 1998. 


This final GMP/EIS is in an abbreviated format and contains a series of corrections and revisions 
describing changes to the text of the draft GMP/EIS, an updated “Consultation and Coordination” 
section, copies of substantive comment letters received from all agencies and organizations, and 
responses to all substantive comments. A copy of the draft GMP/EIS is needed to understand the 
corrections and revisions. 


The National Park Service proposes to implement a new plan for managing the national recreation area 
that would emphasize maintaining the existing visitor experience by increasing the capacity of existing 
facilities where feasible and by redirecting other increases in visitation to less used facilities. 


A period of no action on the part of the Department of Interior/National Park Service will end 30 days 
after the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has accepted the document and published a “Notice of 
Availability” in the Federal Register. Following this period, a record of decision to implement the 
proposed action will be signed. For further information, contact me at the above address or call (509) 
633-9441, ext. 110. 


Veg Bel 


Vaughn Baker, Superintendent 
Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 














Abbreviated 
Final General Management Plan / 
Environmental Impact Statement 





Lake Roosevelt 
National Recreation Area 
Ferry, Grant, Lincoln, Okanogan, and Stevens Counties, Washington 


Add the following initial paragraph to the abstract page: 


The Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement was on public 
review from November 1, 1999, to January 31, 1999. Public meetings on the document were held 
in Coulee Dam, Davenport, Spokane, and Kettle Falls, Washington, during December 1998. 

A total of 154 comment letters were received. All substantive comments (156) are addressed in this 
document. Because the changes to the draft document are minor and confined primarily to factual 
corrections, which do not modify the analysis, the abbreviated format has been used. Use of this 
format is in compliance with the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act regulations (40 CFR 
1503.4{c]). This abbreviated format requires that the material in this document be integrated with the 
Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement to describe the final plan, its 
alternatives, all significant environmental impacts, and the public comments that have been received 
and evaluated. 


The release of this Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement will be 
followed by a 30-day no-action period: if no substantive comments are received during that period, the 
alternative or actions constituting the approved plan will be documented in a “Record of Decision.” 
For additional information contact Vaughn Baker, Superintendent, Lake Roosevelt National 
Recreation Area, 1008 Crest Drive, Coulee Dam, WA 99119, (S09) 633-9441 ext, 110. 


Also, in the second paragraph, 5" line of the abstract page, the following wording should be changed: 
“increases in visitation to less used areas-facilities.” 














National Park Service - U.S. Department of the Interior 


ly 
































CONTENTS 


Corrections and Revisions to the Draft Ceneral Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement 1 
Comments and Responses on the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement 20 


Responses to Comments 25 


Federal Agencies 25 

Tribal Governments 35 
County Governments 55 
Organizaitons and Businesses 63 
Individuals 77 





eae 


**ef 





oo 























e=- — ~ &« 
oe aeons - - 
J 
: . 
; 
| | . 
, 3 ° 
7 . 
: 
»f 
. . 
; 
4 .- 
— — 





| 


_—_ 

















CORRECTIONS AND REVISION TO THE DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT 
PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


The minor changes from the draft to the final plan are discussed in the following text. The page 
numbers refer to text in the draft GMP/EIS. Text that is to be removed from the draft document 
appears as remeve. Text that is to be added appears underlined. Corrected maps are included in this 
section and are also discussed in the following section. 


Region map, facing page three — the labeling of Potholes Reservoir, near the town of Moses Lake, 
was corrected. 


Page 111 
Right column, first paragraph, 10” line — “other increases in visitation to less used facilities 
Fe 2 ws 


Page v 
Top of left column, 3“ line — “encourage use of less popular teeations facilities.” 


Page v 

Right column, last two sentences of first paragraph — “ 

used-te-reselve-+neidents-of trespass-on-_publietands-and Normally, adjustments would not be 
considered for lands that are below the 1,310-foot contour interval or to resolve incidents of 


Page 4 
Left column, first paragraph, 10" line — “visitation to less used facilities in areas the national 
ti r as 


Page 17 
Left column, last paragraph on operational issues, sixth line — “noxious weeds, and the 
protection of sensitive natural and cultural resources. All Jaws, rules, and regulations will 
continue to be enforced, and ongoing programs such as protection of cultural resources and 


noxious weed control will remain. 


Page 19 
Right column, first paragraph on tribal plans — “The two tribal governments both manage 


portions of the Lake Roosevelt reservoir and are land managers for large areas of lands 
adjacent to the shoreline within the boundaries of their respective reservations. Aitheugh-mest 


ronda culthin Gen aationsl lo-act-disectiy-ediel ron iaaitinant 
direetly-affected-bytribal-plans-and-peltetes- The National Park Service recognizes the impor- 
tance of coordinating its land management policies with those developed by the tribes and In 
hight-efthisthe National Park Serviee-dees-keep keeps abreast of ongoing planning efforts on 
tribal lands — such as the shoreline management plan that is currently being developed by the 
Colville Tribe and the designations of other special uses or zones within the reservations, such 
as designated game preserves, that could be affected by NPS management decisions. 

















Page 23 
Left column, 1* paragraph, 8” line — “visitation to less used facilities in areas the national 
recreation area.” 


Page 24 
Right column, between second and third bulleted statements, add the following bulleted 





Left column, first paragraph under concept, 9" line — “New developments would be construc- 
ted, where appropriate, to accommodate additional visitors and would be sited at locations that 
id help distribute us ‘4 ; by at fecilisies within the national 

recreation area.” 


Page 25 
Right column, add the following paragraph just before the “Visitor Experience” subheading: 





Page 26 
Left column, third paragraph is replaced by the following two paragraphs: 


Beeause The sensitive resources within the national recreation area are primarily cultural and 
visual teseurees. The majority mest of the cultural resources whieh are inundated during peak 
use periods, and these-sensitive-resourees are not generally a limiting factor when determining 
ee ee ne eng Na tyne a 
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Page 26-27 
ae Oe ee ae 





First line, top of left column on page 27 — “a new boat launch ramp is the-Whitelewending 
aree on the Sanpoil River Arm...” 


Page 27 





Left column, add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph under the Boating 





Page 27 — 





eden cma oa tes tenon tone dey ante 
Page 29 
Left column, after the first paragraph, add the following new paragraph — 





Page 30 
Left column, top paragraph, Sth line — “evaluated for their potential impacts on natural and 
cultural resources, carrying capacity of the area, and the visitor expenence .” 


Page 31 
Right column, last paragraph, | 1" line — “This plan allowed existing permits for those uses 
that conflict with existing law, regulation, or policy to be extended for up to 11 years and then 
be phased out.” 

, BEST COPY AVAILABLE 











Page 32 
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Page 32 
Right col fon » test Sine —“wublic natificetion. and ation with tribal 
State, and local governments.” 


Page 39-40, Alternative |, Southeastern Area map — The dispersed recreation management area 
between Daisy and Hunters, on the east side of the lake, should have been a developed 
recreation management area. 


Page 41-42 Alternative |, Northern Area map — The concentrated recreation and special use 
management areas on the east side of the !ake in the Kettle Falls area should be reversed, that 
1s, the pink concentrated recreation area (pink) should be a special use management area (red) 
and the red special use management area (red) should be a concentrated recreation area (pink). 





Page 53, Table 2 
Crowding of Facilities on Spokane Arm. 1" line — — “Construct no new facilities on Spokane 





Page 54, Table 2 
Concept under alternative |, the proposed action, 6" line — “would be sited at locations that 
help dieutbete ese 7 , ty at facilities in the national 
area.” 


Carrying Capacity under alternative |, 7” line — “popular facilities areas and charging 
different fees for different areas to encourage more use at less popular facilities. areas. 


Page 59 
Right column, first paragraph, last sentence — “One can often see where the basalts were 


deposited on top of the granites and then later eroded away by the Ice Age floods.” 


Page 87 
peer vmeendrenstgn are, 2-1 Ang lane ane catenins 


eandidate proposed species for listing . . 





Page 87 
getter peer yey oy etapa 8 ine — “remnant herd, The herd 

















BLANK PAGE 























Page 88 
Left column, first paragraph, 4” line — “of food. There is an excess of habitat on certain 
reaches of the river and abundant prey. Eagles feed primarily on fish, . . .” 


Page 91 
Left column, first paragraph, 3” line — “aboriginal times they occupied the tibutaries-ofthe 
a ‘Columbia River lands from the crest of the Cascade Mountains to the current mer ey — 


4i% U UOTUC mS EEE “Eh... @eigit) nei +.) Ba! iaK ive 
Washington and the Wallowa-Imnaha drainage in northeastern Oregon (see Confederated 
Tribes of the . . .” 


Page 91 
Right column, last paragraph, 2™ line- "ow NRA lands. More than 400 documented 
ethnographic sites have been identified... __.xe Roosevelt area. Yet much has been lost, 





Page 93 
oe Pm 4 line — “the Columbia and Spokane Rivers and 


en = 
drawdewns. Other types of sites . . . that are above the high-water line. Higher Normal lake 


levels protect submerged archeological resources 
and sacred sites whieh suffer potential exposure when drawdowns make them accessible, .. .” 


Page 94 
ee a tment OE - arpn —ee taene~—m ma 








Page 118 
a te ee ge pe a tena 
to read tation woulc vided OSI , 
mmpacs of the proposed acon on vegetation sould wad range fom clearing and igh 


excavation . 


Also, a ae ay tg Se aa Pe ee 








Page 119 
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Page 119 
Left column, add the following paragraph between the first and second paragraphs — Impacts 
wildlife would be miti by careful site planning and design. Sensitive species would be 

n i and measures would be developed to avoid or minimize work-rel i ts. 


Work would be scheduled to avoid sensitive periods such as nesting or fawning seasons. 


Page 119 
Right column, last paragraph (on the bald eagle), 2 line — “overwinter, and more than 42 21 
nest sites have been identified in the Lake Roosevelt reservoir area.” 


Page 120 
Left column, top paragraph, Ist line — “developed recreation management areas would not 
normally occur near known wintering or nesting areas. If eagles were present, the National 
Park Service would consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to develop mitigation 
plans to minimize impacts on eagles. The cooperating agencies would also develop 


management plans that would identify earry-eut protection measures that would be 
implemented to protect habitat, such as closing occupied nesting areas to visitor use So the 


breeding season. te-reduce-petential impacts: The vegetation management program . 


Page 120 
Left column, third paragraph, 10" line — “improved lake habitat conditions. The managing 


agencies responsible for Lake Roosevelt fisheries management and the protection of bull trout 
would develop and alse carry out appropriate mitigation to help protect bull trout.” 


Page 121 
Left column, top paragraph, add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph — Dam 


<j operations on the river would continue to negatively affect fish and wildlife, such as bald 
eagles, that feed on fish and other aquatic organisms. 


Page 122 


Right column, 12th me — " waen ae rnin sites while Conversely,-steep-slopes-and 
upper terraces tene a-1€ € eat Hes 





More than 400 nted ethn hic sites hav n identified in the Lake Roosevelt 
area. In considering potential impacts, archeological, ethnographic, and . . .” 


Page 123 
Right column, fourth paragraph (third full paragraph), add the following sentence at the end of 


the paragraph — “The Colville and Spokane Tribes would be consulted on all matters relating 
to cultural resources. 
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Page 124 
Right column under the “Cumulative Impact” subheading — The survey and inventory and 
fnanagement of NRA archeological and historic resources is well in hand, significantly 
contributing to accummuated cumeel resources papa in o region. 





b of the Colu federal power s td a rs and 
productive dialogue exists and is ongoing with their American Indian neighbors, NRA staff 
ean could benefit through more communication with . . .” 


Page 133 
Right column, replace the List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals to Whom the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Is Being Sent with the following List of 
Organization, and anne we ae the Final Environmental Impact Is Being Sent. 
Note: An * denotes those agencies/i s who co ted on the document. 


Federal Agencies 


Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Bonneville Power Administration* 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Colville Agency 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Spokane Agency 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Environmental Protection Agency* 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service* 

U.S. Forest Service, Colville National Forest 


Washington Congressional Delegation 


Senator Slade Gorton 

Senator Patty Murray 
Representative George Nethercutt 
Representative Doc Hastings 


Native American Groups 








Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation* 
Spokane Tribe of Indians* 

Colville Tribe, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer* 
State of Washington 


Governor, State of Washington 
State Senator Bob Morton 


State of Washington, Department of 
Ecology, Environmental Review 
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State of Washington, Department of Community Development, 
Archeology/Historic Preservation 
Washington State Historic Preservation Officer 


County and Local Governments 


Ferry County Commissioners 

Grant County Commissioners 

Lincoln County Commissioners* 
Okanogan County Commissioners 
Stevens County Commissioners* 
Lincoln County Planning Department 
Stevens County Planning Department* 


Organizations 


The Grand Coulee Grange* 

The Lake Roosevelt Forum 

Lake Roosevelt Property Owners Association* 
National Parks and Conservation Association* 
Roosevelt Recreational Enterprises 

Save Our Shoreline* 


Spokane Walleye Club 








Individuals 


There are approximately 1,200 individuals on the mailing list. Several hundred of these 
indicated that they were affiliated with more than 100 various types of organizations, 
businesses, schools, etc. 


Page 158 
Top of page — The last part of the sentence that begins on the bottom of page 157 was 


accidentally omitted from the top of page 158. The entire sentence should read as follows: 
“Likewise, there may be opportunities for the tribes to contract for services or facilities with 
the other parties. Nothing in this Part shall limit a party from utilizing bidding procedures.” 
Full text is shown on the following reprinted draft page 158. 


Page 159 
The misspelling in the Cooperative Agreement Zoning map title has been corrected; see 


following reprinted page. 


Page 169, appendix F 
Left column, first sentence — “The state of Washington ceded concurrent jurisdiction to the 


federal government in February+940 March 1939 through an act passed by the. . .” 
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facilities with the other parties. Nothing in this part 
shall limit a party from utilizing bidding procedures. 
APPROVED: ¥ a APR 20 1990 
DATED: APR PATED: __ 
tgnsgar Jo Sayre gre 
Chairperson tw ey ‘for 
Colville Business Council Water and Science 
APR 2 u i38C 
DATED: DATED: APR 11 1990 
J . Flett a — Harriman g 
rperson Assistant Secretary for 
kane Indian Tribe Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
APR 20 isso 
DATED: APR 10 1990 DATED: Lf. 
Qnctimqur 
me M. Ridenour . : 
director Commissioner 
National Park Service Bureau of Reclamation 


DATED: 








Assistant Secretary for the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
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Page 169, appendix F 
re Nr crn Ye A to So “7 ap tly ae 
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Page 169, appendix F 
Right column, a enna cee Sune See Sees 
y Ij . 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT 
PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


This section presents the agency and public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (draft EIS) and Draft General Management Plan (draft GMP). The comments and responses 
enable interested parties (including NPS decision makers) to review and asses how other agencies, 
organizations, and individuals have responded to the proposed actions, the alternatives, and their 


PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT DOCUMENT 


The draft document was mailed to the public the last week of October 1998. The public review and 
comment period began on November 1, 1998, and ended on January 31, 1999. Approximately 1,200 
copies of the document were sent out in the initial mailing, and an additional 200 copies were mailed 
to subsequent requesters. 


Four public meetings to answer questions about the draft were held during the review and comment 
period. The dates and locations for the meetings were: November 30, 1998, in Coulee Dam, 
Washington; December i, 1998, in Spokane, Washington; December 2, 1998, in Kettle Falls, 
Washington; and December 3, 1998, in Davenport, Washington. Press releases and paid 
a'vertisements in local newspapers were used to announce the meetings. 


A meeting to answer questions and review comments with the Spokane Tribe was held in Wellpinit, 
Washington, on February 3, 1999. A meeting to answer questions and review comments with the 
Colville Tribe was held in Nespelem, Washington, on March 17, 1999. 


A meeting to review draft responses to comments was held with the intergovernmental planning team 
in Davenport, Washington, on April 7, 1999. 


A total of 154 comment letters were received during the comment period, as well as numerous 
comments and questions presented verbally at the public meetings. All comments received were 
reviewed and considered by the Park Service in the preparation of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 1503. Of these, 156 comments were deemed 
substantive and warranted a response; the comments and responses are included below. Substantive 
comments are defined as those that do one or more of the following: 


(a) question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the environmental 
impact statement 

(b) question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis 

(c) present reasonable alternatives other than those presented in the environmental impact 
Statement 

(d) cause changes or revisions in the proposal 


In other words, they raise, debate, or question a point of fact or policy. Comments in favor of or 


against the proposed action or alternatives, or those that only agree or disagree with NPS policy, are 
not considered substantive, 


(4 








Because of the volume of the comments received, not all comment letters have been printed. Where 
numerous written comments or form letters were redundant, a representative sample letter or form has 
been printed, along with a single response that is applicable to all similar comments. For some 
comments that varied «ly slightly, summary comments have been included. For example, a response 
to a comment might say “See summary comment B.” The summary comments A through G are 
presented below for easy reference. The table of contents will also guide readers who are referred to 
other letters for a response to a comment. 


Summary Comment A — NPS Authorities Concerning Grazing 


The regulations governing lands managed by the National Park Service prohibit grazing or other 
agricultural uses except: 


(1) As specifically authorized by federal statutory law; or 

(2) As required under a reservation of use rights arising from acquisition of a tract of land; or 

(3) As designated, when conducted as a necessary and integral part of a recreational activity ov 
required in order to maintain a historic scene. (36 CFR 2.60) 


Exception (2) applies if the rights to use the land acquired for the Grand Coulee Dam project for 
grazing or other agricultural uses were reserved at the time of acquisition. In most cases, the federal 
government acquired the land in fee simple with no reservations. Exception (3) applies only to historic 
sites and other areas wher grazing or other agricultural uses are an important part of the reason the 
area was established as unit of the national park system. As water-based outdoor recreation is the 
primary purpose of the national recreation area, that exception has been construed as not applying to 
the lands within the recreation area. 


It has been asserted that grazing is “specifically authorized by federal statutory law” under exception 
(1), and that statutes pertaining to the Bureau of Reclamation specifically authorize grazing. 


We have reviewed various statutory authorities of the Bureau of Reclamation including 43 U.S.C. § 387. 
Section 387 provides, in part: 


The Secretary, in his discretion, may.... grant leases and licenses for 
periods not to exceed 50 years. 


This section of the Reclamation Act has been interpreted by at least one court to authorize the secretary to 
lease reclamation lands for grazing when the lands are not needed for the purpose for which they were 
reserved — Clyde v. Cummings, 101 P. 106 (Utah 1909). The statute does not specifically mention 
grazing, however, nor do other Bureau of Reclamation statutes that have been reviewed. 


The 1935 act authorizing the Grand Coulee Dam specifically identifies the following purposes for the 
project: 


controlling floods 

improving navigation 

regulating the flow of the streams of the United States 

providing for storage and for the delivery of the stored water thereof 

reclamation of public lands and Indian reservations 

other beneficial uses 

generating electrical energy as a means of financially aiding and assisting such undertakings. 


19 


S 

















The 1943 Columbia Basin Project Act, 16 USC §§ 835-1, 835c, refers to the “purpose of assisting in 
the permanent settlement of farm families.” Grazing is not mentioned by name in the Columbia Basin 
Project Act. Also, we are advised that the Bureau of Reclamation interprets this statute to refer to the 
permanent settlement of farm families on Columbia Basin Project lands set aside as suitable for 
irrigated farmland, i.e., irrigation project lands — not to the freeboard land administered by the 
National Park Service as Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, which is immediately adjacent to, 
and on the periphery of, Lake Roosevelt. 


Given the above considerations, we have concluded that grazing and other agricultural uses are not 
specifically authorized by statute, as required by 36 CFR 2.60. In the absence of specific authority in law, 
the National Park Service cannot permit grazing or other agricultural uses of the public lands administered 
as Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area. 


Summary Comment b — The NPS Management Role 


Congress provided specific direction in the form of Committee Report language with regard to how the 
counties and other interested parties were to be included in the development of the General Management 
Plan. The Conference Committee Report on the FY97 Omnibus Appropriations Act contained the 
following reference to the General Management Plan: 


Local participation is critical to the development of successful management plans and the 
National Park Service is directed to consult thoroughly with affected local government 
representatives and other interested parties in the development of the management plan. 


Congress directed us to “consult thoroughly” with affected local government representatives and other 
interested parties in the development of the management plan. This congressional direction reaffirmed our 
obligation under NPS management policies and other laws such as the National Environmental Policy Act 
to be as inclusive as possible in the development of the management plan and to work closely with local 
governments and others during this process. 


The committee report does not, however, indicate that it was Congress’ intention that the secretary of the 
interior share his authority as delegated to the National Park Service for managing the public lands and 
waters at the Grand Coulee Project with other governmental entities. Had Congress intended that to be the 
case, legislation amending current law would have been needed. 


To carry out the congressional direction to “consult thoroughly” with local governments and other 
interested parties, we established an intergovernmental planning team to work with us throughout the 
planning process. This represented a significant change in how the National Park Service has typically 
prepared gene ral management plans. In the past, the counties and others would most likely not have been 
part of the planning team and likely not have seen any information or had any input except during public 
scoping and the review of the Jraft document. Because the counties, as well as the tribes and the State of 
Washington, all have responsibilities related to Lake Roosevelt and its environs, it seemed to make sense 
to include all such entities as “planning partners” throughout the process. 


Although the complex jurisdictional issues related to Lake Roosevelt prevented a joint planning effort 
and agreement such as you suggest, we are hopeful that through improved working relationships and 
mutual understanding we can better coordinate our planning and managemeni responsibilities with the 


lo 

















Summary Comment C — The NPS General Management Planning Process 


The National Park Service has recently changed its approach to the development of general 
management plans. In the past they often were very detailed and contained specific development 
proposals. These documents were generally very complex, lengthy, and expensive to prepare because 
of the level of detail they contained and the resulting impact analysis required to evaluate alternatives. 
These plans were contingent upon funding that often was not available or that came many years after 
the plans were developed. Often, when funding was received, plans had to be revised because 
conditions had changed in the intervening years since the original plan was approved. 


To avoid this situation, new NPS directives require that general management plans be prepared in a 
manner that provides the policy and guidance that managers need to make decisions that support the 
purpose and significance of the unit. The general management plan forms a framework for this 
process. This helps avoid the level of detail in the old plans that often became obsolete before 


proposed actions could be implemented. 


As a result, the alternatives that are proposed are more general in nature. They are designed to provide 
more of a management philosophy than a detailed plan for development. This is intended to provide 
some of the flexibility that managers need to respond to changing future conditions. 


The alternatives that were developed reflect the fact that the planning team felt that the National Park 
Service's past management philosophy was generally appropriate and should be continued; and in light 
of the recreation area's purpose and significance, no significant change in management philosophy was 
needed. 


With regard to your suggestion that the plan be more specific in terms of location and type of future 
development, we agree with your comments that this should be addressed on a lakewide basis. 
Accordingly, we would recommend to the managing partners that the Concessions Management Plan 
that is due for revision by 2001 be the vehicle for doing this. Because the concessions plan already 
addresses commercial visitor services, it would seem a logical extension to have it also address the 
need for additional visitor services and facilities — both public and commercial. In the interim, the 
National Park Service would focus on expanding or rehabilitating existing facilities where needed to 
accommodate existing levels of use. Community access points could be developed as long as they did 
not excced the existing number of authorized community-based facilities. 


Summary Comment D — The NPS Management Authorities 


There is no one document or law that can be referenced on this issue. Rather, a series of laws, 
regulations and agreements must be reviewed to determine the various authorities and responsibilities 
for the federal lands at Lake Roosevelt. These authorities and responsibilities have evolved over time 
as new laws have been passed and implementing regulations and cooperative agreements have been 
developed. 


In the original 1946 Tri-Party Agreement the National Park Service was assigned responsibility by the 
secretary of the interior for planning and managing the federal lands within the recreational area (as it 
was known in those days). This assignment of land management responsibilities on federal 
reclamation projects to other entities was not uncommon on larger western reservoirs where the 
Bureau of Reclamation sought to have other entities be the land manager. In those instances where the 
recreation potential and resource values were considered to be of national significance, the National 














Park Service was often assigned the land management responsibilities. In addition to Lake Roosevelt, 
this occurred at Lake Mead and Lake Powell (among others). This assignment of land management 
responsibilities to the National Park Service via cooperative agreemeni was authorized by Congress in 
1946 (60 Stat. 885; 16 USC 17}-2[bj). 


In 1970 Congress declared the national park system to include “any area of land and water now or 
hereafter administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the National Park Service for park, 
monument, historic, parkway, recreational, or other purposes” (Act of August 18, 1970, 84 Stat. 826, 
16 USC Ic(a)). 


Units of the national park system are managed under the general provisions of the 1916 Organic Act, 
which establishes the authority and defines the purposes and mission of the National Park Service as 
follows: 

promote and regulate the use of federal areas known as national parks, monuments, and 
a ee nee 






The 1970 Act of Congress clarified that this NPS core mission also applied to areas such as Coulee 
Dam National Recreation Area. Although recreation was and is the dominant use of the federal lands 
and waters within the national recreation area, the National Park Service is to also manage for the 
protection of the natural and cultural resources that might be found on these lands. 


The 1946 Tri-Party Agreement was nullified by the secretary of the interior in 1974, and the agencies 
were directed to negotiate a new agreement to include the Colville Confederated Tribes and the 
Spokane Tribe of Indians. 


On April 5, 1990, the secretary of the interior approved the new “Lake Roosevelt Cooperative 
Management Agreement,” which was signed by the two tribes as well as the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the National Park Service. The agreement further acknowledged the 
status of Coulee Dam (Lake Roosevelt) National Recreation Arca as a unit of the national park system 
and as such was “subject to all NPS laws, regulations, policies and guidelines.” The agreement further 


Manage, plan and regu! ate all activities, development, and uses that take place in the 
Recreation Zone (Area) in accordance with applicable provisions of federal law and 
subject to the statutory authorities of Reclamation, and consistent with the provisions 
of this Agreement subject to Reclamation’s nght to make use of the Recreation Zone 
(Area) as required to carry out the purposes of the Columbia Basin Project. 


Summary Comment E — Moorage at Community Ac ess Points 


The National Park Service feels that there are areas on the lake that are underserved for moorage. The 
plan does not propose new community docks in specific locations, but rather a process where 
communities could propose a public access point that could include a launch ramp and appropriate 
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moorage to serve themselves and others. In essence, these would be small-scale marinas serving areas 
of the lake that are not readily served by the larger commercial marinas. Although most community 
access points would probably be in areas that currently have community dock systems, some existing 
areas may chose not to become a public access point or may not qualify for other reasons. In addition, 
there may be communities that do not currently have community docks that would qualify as a 
community access point. 


To prevent the unintended proliferation of these community based facilities, help maintain the 
shoreline’s natural character, and avoid stimulating private development where it might not be 
desirable, the number of community access points would initially be limited to the number of 
community facilities currently under permit, which is 18. When the number of authorized community 
access points approaches this iimuit or 10 years from approval of the general management plan, 
whichever comes first, the National Park Service would review the program. In this review there 
would be full consultation and public review. There would be a determination as to whether the 
program was meeting its intended objectives, whether it should be continued, and if so under what 
conditions, including the number of additional access points that might be authorized. 


Summary Comment F — NPS Authorities for Establishing Community Access Points 


The National Park Service has broad authority for providing public facilities that support the purposes 
for which the recreation area was established. On the other hand, the authority for permitting private or 
semiprivate facilities on public lands is limited to those circumstances where Congress has provided 
specific authorization in law. Because community access points would serve the public at large, they 
would fall under the NPS general authorities for providing public facilities. 


Congress also provided specific direction in the form of Committee Report language with regard to 
providing additional public access to Lake Roosevelt, including the retention of existing community 
docks that were deemed appropriate for public use. The Conference Committee Report on the FY97 


Omnibus Appropriations Act contained the following reference to providing greater public access: 


and encourages the National Park Service to consider retaining access to existing community docks, 
deemed appropriate for public use, within current environmental guidelin~s, as it develops the Lake 
Roosevelt National Recreation Area general management plan. In addition, the National Park Service is 
encouraged to consider other alternatives for providing greater public access to Lake Roosevelt in the 
development of the management plan. 


Summary Comment G —- Development of Community Access Points 


It is correct that community access points are envisioned as partnerships between the National Park 
Service, counties, and local community organizations. Development and maintenance costs could be 
provided by the sponsoring community organization, the county, the National Park Service, or a 
combination thereof (see page 29 of the draft plan). In the public meetings on the draft plan, we cited 
the following examples of community access points: Hanson Harbor where the National Park Service 
developed all of the facilities; Lincoln where Lincoln County and the National Park Service worked 
together to develop the launch ramp and associated facilities; and Rantz Marine Park, where the 
community was allowed to develop a high-water launch ramp on public lands in return for allowing 
the public to drive through their community to access the ramp. 




















With regard to overnight moorage in conjunction with community access points, the text has been 
revised to reflect that an, moorage beyond that directly associated with a launch ramp (e.g., courtesy 
dock) would be the community’s responsibility to develop and maintain for public use. As 
communities offering overnight moorage facilities would in essence be operating small-scale public 
marinas, the facilities would be subject to the laws and regulations applicabie to such farilities. 


About 100 pages of responses to comments as on the following page. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
Department of Energy 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Portand, Oneaen 9720027" A Your point is a good one. The text on page 122 of the draft plan has been 





revised in the final to reflect that the upper benches in particular are sus- 
ceptible to vandalism and looting because these areas often contain 
January 29, 1999 sacred sites including burials and are the areas exposed during the spring 
drawdown of the reservoir. 


In reply refer to: ECN-4 re aL 1999 
~s Vaughn L. Baker ote A. B_ This is another good point. Our interpretive/education program will 
ae. a on include information on the penalties for violating laws that protect cul- 
1008 Crest Drive tural resources. We work with both tribes to provide protection to sensi- 
Costes Gams, SA StS-tase tive archeological and burial sites that are exposed during the drawdown. 
Dear Mr. Baker: We would be pleased to consider programs such as the Crime Witness 


We have reviewed the National Park Service (NPS) draft environmental impact statement (EIS) Program for applicability within the national recreation area. 
and general management plan for the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, and are pleased 

that they recognize Bonneville Power Administration's (BPA) power production (pp. | 7and 23) 

and fishery interests (p. 86). BPA also has a substantial interest in cultural resource management 
at Lake Roosevelt. 


BPA’s cultural resource management interests at Lake Roosevelt are documented in (1) the 
Programmatic Agreement for Compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (among 
BPA and the NPS, et af) Regarding Federal Columbia River Power System Hydroelectric 
Operations (1991), and (2) the Memorandum of Agreement Among NPS, Bureau of Reclamation 
* (BR), and BPA for Cultural Resource Investigations within the Lake Roosevelt Recreation Zone 
j (1998). As you know, BPA and the BR, in collaboration with the Colville Confederated Tribes, 
Spokane Tribe of Indians, and NPS, are making substantial investments in cultural resource 
management at Lake Roosevelt. 


Wc are therefore also pleased that the draft EIS/Management Plan recognizes the need to protect 
cultural resources. But the EIS and Management Plan should emphasize that vandalism of 

A cultural resources is a significant problem at Lake Roosevelt. While the draft FIS mentions 

“ ..looting and damage from vehicles illegally driven...” (p. 93), we believe this understates the 
actual problem. Looting of archcological sites has occurred at many locations in the Lake 
Roosevelt National Recreation Area, and also vandalism of petrog)yphs. 

















B cultural resources. Finally, we ask that the management plan support promotion of the Crime 

Witness Program operated by BPA and BR. The program features a toll-free hotline to gather 
information about a crime or a crime in progress on BR property. Responsible visitors to the 
Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area would be helpful allies in our efforts to protect 
important cultural resources from illegal looting and other vandalism. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft E!S and Management Pian. If you have any 
questions about these comments, please contact Mr. Thomas C. McKinney at (503)230-4749. 


Sincerety , 
Alexandra B. Smith 
Vice President, Environment, Fish & Wildlife 
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Environmental Protection Agecny 





Attn Of: EC0-088 File: 97-028-NPS 





1008 Crest Drive 
Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 


RE: Draft General Management Ptas/Eavireamental Impact Statement 
(DEIS)for the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 


Dear Si: 
The following comments are consistent with the review authorities of the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) un cr Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We have rated the DEIS Lack 


of Objections (LO). The Lv rating and a comment summary wil! be pubished in the Federa/ 


1. how the Lake Roosevelt Coopcrative Management Agroement (LRCMA) affects 
development of a new plan; 
2. the effect of lake level fluctusnons on recreation facilities; 


3. water resources; 
4. geology, and 
5. sustainability. 


The DEIS presents and analyzes two alternatives for managing Lake Roosevelt National 
Recreation Area (LRNRA) for the ncxt 15 to 20 years. Alternative | (the Action Alternative) 
proposes a new management plan that would increase the capacity of existing facilities where 
feasible and redirect other increascs in visitation to less used areas. The purpose is to ensure that 
the mostly natural charactcr of the shoreline would be maintained and that the public would be 
i able to contmue to have access to the resource and use it as they have in the past. The No- 
Action Alternative (Ahernative 2) would continue management of the area as is done presently 


© rreces ce necyurce Paper 
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2 
without the crestion of new options as proposed in Alternative |. 
The Lake Roesevet Cooperative Management Agreement (LRCMA) 





The language of Ahernative 1 does not clearty indicate, 2s Joes Alternative 2, the shared 
respons bihtes of mulnple agencies detailed ‘in the Lake Rooseveit Cooperau've Management 
Agreement (LRCMA). Since this relationsh:p will mot change for either alternative, EPA 
recommends that the language of both alternatives be consistent. This will inform the 
decis,camaker and the public that they are consistent with the LRCMA. Expansion of service in 
a ughtly controlled resource area is what distinguishes Alternative | from Alternative 2. The EIS 
should briefly describe how the signees of the LRCMA are cooperating in development of the 
new recreation pian. 








Lake Levels 





The authors state that they can not address certain issues because there is no specific 
suthonzation from Congress. therefore, they excluded lake level as a scoping issuc. However, 
the document states that in August, when water has to be withdrawn to protect downstream 
fishernes, some of the developed facilities on the lake are out of service during the peak 
recreation season because of the low water (pg 17). Since the fluctuanons in lake level can 
dramatically affect the feasibibty of recreation alternatives, it must be discussed in order to give 
the reader an understanding of why alternatives are or are not feambie. 














In addition, “Appendix H: Lake Roosevelt Water Elevations, 1991 - 1998" (pg. 171), 
ilustrates condensed information that could be expanded to aid public and decisionmaker 
understanding of the ismpacts these drawdowns have on NPS infrastructure and visitor use. EPA 
recommends that the graph years be broken down by months and explanatory text added to 
explain the drawdown phenomena im the illustration It would be useful for the decis:ionmaker 
and the public to know, for instance, that the rec: == 4 1208" low point for 1997 occurred in 
February/March when boasting use was low and. .n August when visitor use was igh It 
seems appropriate for the FEIS to discuss in more detail what the cooperating agencies will do 
under either alternative to protect taxpayer investment in NPS infrastructure that can be impacted 
by drawdown activities. 








Water Resources 








The proposed action would increase visitor access to water use. This would imcrease 
opportunites for fishing. Because of the 1994 Washington Department of Health 
recoramendation that consumption of fish be limited due to toxic substances, dhoxuns, and furans 
in lake water (pg &2), EPA recommends that results of fish tissue tests for these substances be 
pubhshed in the FEIS. Test results should be part of discussion on resource management. 








Geological Researces 








This section would be clearer if recent documents and maps were provided that speci fy 





A Please see the discussion of the "Lake Roosevelt Cooperative Management 


Agreement” on pages 8 and 9 of the draft plan; a copy of the entire agreement 
is contained in appendix B of the draft on pages 144-59. The agreement is a 
controlling document for both alternatives. The text on page 25 in alternative 
1 in the draft was revised in the final plan to reflect this. All of the other man- 
aging entities at Lake Roosevelt have been a part of the planning team that 
prepared this document. They have been involved from its inception. 


Lake-level fluctuations do have an impact on recreation area facilities. Gener- 
ally, these impacts are predictable and minor. The lake is gradually drawn 
down in late winter to make room for the spring runoff and is refilled by early 
summer. The extent of this drawdown varies with the weather and snowpack, 
so the exact impact on facilities varies from year to year. The primary impact 
is the extra maintenance required to move docks to follow the water and clear 
debris from beaches and launch ramps. There generally is no damage to facili- 
ties. Most of the facilities are designed to accommodate some tvpe of varia- 
tion in water level to help minimize the impact. The magnitude of the impact 
to visitors is also minimal in most years because the greatest variations usuai- 
ly occur outside of the prime use season. Occasionally, during very wet vears, 
the drawdowns may extend into the prime visitor season or reduce the water 
level below the ends of even the deepest launch ramps. This happened during 
spring 1997 and again in spring 1999. Before 1997 it had been almost 15 
years since the last time all of the launch ramps had gone dry. Even though 
individual months are not shown on the chart in appendix H of the draft plan, 
a careful reading of it still allows one to interpret the general pattern of spring 
drawdowns and the return to normal elevations by summer. 


The recent phenomena of late summer drawdowns to augment downstream 
flows for anadromous fish actually has little impact on most facilities. Only a 
few iaunch ramps are placed out of service. The greatest impact is on the Ket- 
tle Falls marina. It can go dry if lake levels fall below 1,275 feet. 


Lake levels do affect the feasibility of alternatives. The National Park Service 
does not controi lake levels, so alternatives that propose controlling lake levels 
are not feasible. 


The suggestion to distribute this information more widely is good. However, 
we do not think that the General Management Plan is the best vehicle to do 
that. There are other documents that the National Park Service and others pro- 
duce that receive greater public distribution. For example, the Lake Roosevelt 
Forum featured articles on reservoir operations and projected lake levels in its 
winter 1999 newsletter. 
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reservoir bank eromon areas along the 312 mules of NRA shoreline The Bibliography lets 
éoencats dating from | 96! - 1985, The relevance of the 1990 Skagst River Hydrociectne 
Proyect document, “Pxisnng Condsnons of Reservow and Streambank Erosion”. 1s not clear 








Sectainabuity aad Long-Term Mas agemen( 





The reasons for stating that sustanabihty 1s not possible within the comtexi of long-term 
management for tas project (pg. |29) are unclear. The recreawon area should be managed so 
that: can be emoyed by future generstons. We woud be happy to work with you on the 
concept of sustanabilsty as you develop the preferred alternative. We look forward to further 
communscatoa with you oo these sues: Piease telephone Sheila Crofut of my staff at 





|____(206) 553-5116 if you have any questions. 








ce: Harold Gibbs, NPS 





Under the auspiccs of the Lake Roosevelt Water Quality Council, additional 
fish tissue studies were conducted in 1998. Preliminary results indicate mer- 
cury levels in all fish may be declining. The council and the U.S. Geological 
Survey will prepare a fact sheet summarizing the results once all testing is 
completed. The National Park Service will participate in any efforts to educate 
the public about potential health risks. 


The unstable areas that are subject to bank erosion are numerous and widely 
distributed over the length of the reservoir. The Bureau of Reclamation has an 
ongoing program to identify and stabilize these areas. Detailed information 
about specific locations can be obtained from them. It is beyond the scope of 
this document to provide detailed information on all of those areas. Before 
any new facilities are constructed, detailed information will be reviewed to 
ensure that facilities are not constructed in unstable areas. 


The national recreation area is managed on a sustainable basis as much as 
possible. At all its units, one of the primary NPS goals is to leave the area 
unimpaired for future generations. Facilities are designed to feature natural, 
renewable, or recycled materials. To reduce dependency on fossil fuels, build- 
ings are designed to be energy efficient. The park has an ongoing program to 
recycle waste at high use areas in conjunction with established programs in 
Stevens and Lincoln Counties. Photoelectric cells are being used to provide 
lighting and power water pumps at remote locations. All facilities are 
designed to minimize impacts on natural and cultural resources. The proposal 
continues this theme by not proposing new development in previously undis- 
turbed areas. All areas identified for new facilities are either existing develop- 
ments or previously disturbed areas. As an example. the new marina proposed 
for Crescent Bay is on the site of an old sawmill. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND wii DUIFE SERVICE .@ ht 2 hd Be 
Upper Cohumibia River Basin Field Ofte’ -“  * a F 


11/03 E Montgomery Drive. Sue 2 +he 91 998 


Spokane WA 99205 
LRNRA, 
January 29.1999 
MEMORANDUM 
Te Supermecndent, Lake Roovervelt Nepanal Recresbor Ares (NRA) |) S Nanonei Part 
Service (NPS), Coulee Dam Westengion 

From Preid Supervessr, Upper Coturnbus Ree Beem Fetd Office Spokane “astungon 
Sutpect US Presb and Wildlife Serwice (} WS) conmenss on Lake Rovervel NRA Draft Genera! 


Manageme: Pian tam conmema | mpact Swtement 


We have crewed the Draft Eevwonmercs! impact Stsermers (DETS) for tee ake Rowerven Napare 
Recreston Area (NRA) Genera) Managemen Pian Thr icllowwng commmnens: ert provided arsuert © 
the Napona! Enwranmental Pobcy Act (NEPA) Migreanry Bed Treaty Act am the Endangered Species 
Act of 197), ss amended. 








Two alternetrves arc cueciosed wm the OFTS Tir acuor th praposed achon) e/ernstwr euuid sikre 
expansion of ¢xrsumg fac: pes and rederect “iesors we less vieted wees to address a a 
the NBA the second of the ao-ecbon sisrrnanve eouid maumtes -reect menagernim (besed an ‘w 
|9R0 CGemersi Managemen: Plan) As Gracrhed @ the ETS the no-ecnam siternetree dors not prowdr 
for mcvesemg “eteman end would witereerty vemull 2 the orercroedang of crusting facobbes and 
“declumng quaisty of vw expenences ” Becemee anty two siternsuves ere disclosed m the DELS. the 
Nenana: Part Sernce (NPS) may heve prechaded the conmdersnar of tess erswunmeres!!y damaging 


prectcabte allernatrves, 

















Comezuctan of new marme fectines (ei nee iocetoms) and capenmon of exetmg mare fac be 
showid not te [ocased with 4 mie of beld cagie or peregrine nesta or utumted betewen s baid eagic 
nes and am asencimted water body such as the lake heck water erces coe Tver thet mey be forcing wees 
far beid emgies = Rernowa, of vegetaucm for construchar andor mamtenance actrvioes sheik! he 
evorded Gurmg svian nestng eeasarn to prevcn! mur) to nesting grat) beds prercied ander the 
Mugratory Berd Treaty § (Remove of netrve (ees (mctudmng snags) chrube ‘arte and gresers should 
be Uma to the cares scessery to menntam NRA infrastrecture oF to wnprove wudiife heb ip 
woters of the | rutnd Sunes and as euch 9 qn 
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@orage facjivmes A SPCT pian alcuid he prepared few al) ex retng and propeesd mannes thet dhepener 
fuel (oF other preroieus products) far basting use to mereemar the rab of accadentai fue! aplis and 
esencisted meury to feb and midhfe and thew het 











U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


A See summary comment C. 


Spill prevention, control, and counter measures (SPCC) plans have been or 
will be prepared for fuel storage/distribution facilities within the national 
recreation area in accordance with 40 CFR 112. 
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We are providing the following specific comments pertaining to fish and wildlife resources found in the 
Project study area: 








|) Alternative | (Proposed Achon). Camping, page 27: ‘Camping along the shoreline outside of 
undeveloped areas would continue to be allowed as long as it could be menaged to keep 
resource impacts at acceptable levels.‘ amping in undeveloped shoreline areas should be 
restricted within % mile of bald eagle (and peregrine falcon) nests, when eagles may be present 
during nesting season, or m or near arcas thet have been identified as primary foraging arcas for 
bald eagles. Also sensitive wildlife ha >itat (e.g. wetlands) should not be used as camping sites. 


watercraft use within % mile from amy actrve bald eagle and peregrine nests (during the nesting 
season), and from any areas identified as important feeding, breeding, and rearing arcas for 
shorebirds or waterfow!. 








3) Altemative 1; Kettle Falls, page 28: Please see our comments # 15 through 17, concerning 
Kettle Falis Marina (Appendix D). 





4) Alternative 1, Disperscd/Developed Recreation. Table |. page 33: ‘Native plant species 

would be maintained in natural areas , but nonnative species could be used in developed area 
landscapes to resolve specific problems that could not be addressed with native species.” We 
concur with the use of native plant species in dispersed recreation and natural areas. Wc also 
recommend the use of native plant species for any vegetative restoration efforts throughout the 
NRA. Native plant species provide greater habitat value for wildlife, and are generally better 
suited to the natural environmental conditions, and thus more likely to be seif sustaining. 











5) Altcmalive 1. Passive Waters Table L. page 34-35: “Those water surface areas where 
special rules and regulations would be tmposed to protect resources... Restrictions as to the 
type and size of craft. the use of engines. the manner of operation . . could be placed on users.“ 
These proposed restrictions should be disclosed in the DEIS. As stated im our comment #2 
above, restrictions for motorized boat use should apply to important feeding, breeding and 
rearing areas for shorebirds, waterfowl, and other wildhfe. These restrictions should be 
identified in the DEIS. Preservation and/or restoration of sensitive wildlife habitat should alse 
be a consideration m the sclection of passive watcr management arces. 











6) Affected Environment. Wetlands. page 82: “Due to the fluctuating nature of the reservoir, 
Sew perennial wetland: exist along the shoreline.” Because wetlands are an mmportant resource 
and scarce withm the NRA, they should be delineated on project maps. They should be 
identified by wetland type using the Cowardin wetland classification system as shown on the 
FWS National Wetland Inventory Maps. 














7) Affected Environment: Wildhfe. pages 84-85: A map showing areas of sensitive wildlife 
habitat (i.¢., breedmg, feeding, and rearing areas), and/or where 8 concentration of wildhfe may 
occur in or adjacent to the NRA, should be disclosed m the DEIS (or appendices’), so that 


-2- 





The National Park Service will continue to informally consult with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to develop conservation measures for protecting list- 
ed species within the national recreation area. The Park Service will take the 
necessary actions to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act. 


NPS policies regarding vegetation and landscape management require that 
plant material native to the park unit be used to the maximum extent possible. 
For historic landscapes like those at Fort Spokane, the use of plant materials 
that are historically appropriate to the period or event commemorated is 
allowed under NPS policies. For problem areas, such as is in highly erodible 
areas or where existing nonnative plant communities would outcompete any 
native species that were planted, NPS policies allow for the use of sterile 
hybrids or nonnative plants if they conform to the NPS exotic species policy. 


As noted in table | on page 35, specific boating controls will be identified in 
individual operating plans for each passive water area. Also, see response C 
above. 


For most park projects, the National Park Service reviews FWS National Wet- 
land Inventory maps or other site-specific NRA wetland delineation maps to 
ensure protection of wetlands. For all NRA projects that could potentially 
affect wetlands, the Park Service delineates and maps wetlands in accordance 
with "Wetland Protection Procedural Manual #77-1." 


Detailed wildlife habitat maps for the national recreation area are incomplete. 
However, the National Park Service did review NPS wildlife habitat maps for 
the EIS analysis. Presenting detailed wildlife breeding, feeding, and rearing 
areas that are incomplete on the large-scale maps in the document would like- 
ly confuse the readers. Also, see response F above. 
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_Project reviewers can evaluate the affect of proposed development on these sites. However, 
* specific bald cagle or peregrine nesting sites should not be disclosed. 


§ 

sl acdstotdey aietetebapesttouin aa The 
berd of woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus) m the Selkirk Mountains was augmented as 
recently as 1998. However, it 1s unlikely that woodland caribou would be tound in the 
immediate vicinity of the Lake Roosevelt NRA 








L_ habitat, 


9) Environmental Conscquences. Water Resources, page 114: As stated in our general 
comments, the NPS should prepare a SPCC pian for sil existing and future facilities where oil or 
petroleum products are s* .ed to minimize the potential for mjury to federally listed threatened 
and endangered spec‘.s, migratory birds, and other fish and wildlife resources. The NPS should 
also consider rest ction of motorized boat use in sensitive wildlife habitat such as wetland areas, 
to mmutnize degradation of water quality in those special aquatic sites. In addition, the NPS 
should avoid the siting of any non-water dependent features such as marina stores, offices, 
storage facilities, living space, and etc. on the open waters of Lake Roosevelt and tributary 
streams, to minirmze potental water quality degradation and the cumulative loss of aquatic 








10) Environmental Consequences. Alternative |. page 118: “The proposed action would affect 
mostly areas covered with Ponderosa pine, sagebrush, grasses and forbs. Impacts on vegetation 
would range for clearing and light excavation..." As stated in our general comments above, 
we recommend thet removal of native trees, shrubs, forbs, and grasses be minimized to the 
extent possible, unis associated with management plans devised to restore historic wildlife 
habitat values (such as control burning to reduce encroachment of understory vegetation in 
certain plant communities). 








~ would — —— = Peete ~~~ a 
ee occur near ares 
yehihdeakdiedesem. Increased noise from heavy equipment. .." Picase sce 
our previous comments pertaining to removal of vegetation and disturbances to wildlife, 
inchuding the avoidance of construction 2nd maintenance activities during avian ncsting season 
Se 











12) 


Eagle. pages 119-120: nna dirakee 
concentrated developed recreation areas would not occur near known wintering or 
nesting areas." The proposed Kettle Falls marina site is within % mile of a known active bald 
eagle nest. Please see our comments # 15 through |7 below pertaming to the Kettle Falls 
Marina (Appendix D). We suggcst that the NPS prepare nest management plans for cach of the 
bald eagle and peregrine nest sites within or adjacent to the NRA, especially for the nest sites 


L_ that are or may be subject to disturbance from recreational use. 














13 Environmental Conscquences. TEE Species Bull Troi pase 20" “The managing 
ous would also carry out appropriate mitigation to help protect bull trout.” Details on 
these proposed mitigation plans should be disclosed in the DEIS. 








-3- 





The text on threatened and endangered species on page 87, first column, in the 
draft plan, was changed in the final plan to "The Canada lynx (felis lynx 
canadensis), a proposed species for listing, may also occur in or near the 
national recreation area." Also, FR 1997 was replaced with USFWS 1998. 


The text on page 87, second column, on the woodland caribou in the draft 
plan was feo t in the final sony to: "to co tp Soteter the — remnant 





Spill prevention, control, and counter measures (SPCC) pians have been or 
will be prepared for fuel storage/distribution facilities within the national 
recreation area in accordance with 40 CFR 112. 


The proposed action designates areas of the national recreation area as passive 
waters, where the National Park Service can restrict motorized boat use to 
protect sensitive wildlife habitat such as wetlands. The passive waters contain 
the largest wetland areas within the national recreation area. See table 1, pages 
34-35 in the draft plan for the passive water management prescription. Also, 
see the maps on pages 36-37 for the location of these areas. 


NPS management policies require thai the siting of nonwater-dependent fea- 
tures On open water, streams, wetlands, and floodplains be avoided unless 
there are no practicable alternatives. 


The text on page 118, column 2, second full paragraph, in the draft was 


changed in the final plan to clarify the section: "The removal of native vegeta- 
tion would be avoided whenever possible, However, the impacts of the pro- 
posed action on vegetation could weuld range from ... " 


= the quent. sentences were added to the end of that a ape 





The text on page 119, column 1, of the draft plan was changed in the final 
plan to clarify the section: "The clearing of vegetation for new or expanded 
facilities would occur near previously disturbed areas and displace any 


wildlife that inhabits these areas. Bo gr yee ney pero: mene 
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14) Appendix D; Kesie Falls Marina relocation. page 16): Gecsace g 
deepwater moorage site have continued, and recently attention has focused on feasibility 
relocating some marina operations to the north of the existing campground." The proposed 
marina site is about 4 mule and in direct Line of sight from an active bald cagie nest. Accepted 
N bald cagle management guidelines recommend that no human disturbance occur within % mile 
of a nest site to maintain moderate to ingh quality hebiat (1 abitet Management Guidelines for 
Bald Eagics u Northwestern Montana, 1991). chee. ¥en tor ma 


habitat should be considered in the Biologca) Assesament prepared 


15) Appendix D: Kettic Falla Marion. page 162:° “The Kettle Fails marine houseboat 
operations inchading office, store, fusling, and boat (dry end wet) storage would be relocated 10 











SS aie daaivaneeds The fuel tanks would be on a barge and floated 


along other marina facilities at the new mourage site ° FWS recently renewed and 
sion wind (oy tor dated Seawary 7, 1999) cn.» propoma to place «floating fuel barge st the 
existing marina site. In our letser, we stated our concern ebout potenha! water quality issues 
P associated with the floating gas barge and requested that s SPOC be required whether the storage 
dependem facihties and subsoquent loss open water aquatic habits 
Roosevelt/Cotumbie River. The apphcant justified the water based siting due to the 
considerable distance that a “live” fuel line would have to extend from s land based fuel storage 
tank and a floating fuel pump (to csspense fue! to bosta). Because the new manna location wil! 
be a deepwater moorage site (ahorter fuel lines between shore and the chapensing pump). the 


need for a water based barge may not be justified. 
Thank opportumrty to review and comment on the DIS. Because you 
aaa ye vioncs Lake Pickd Office regarding suction 7 consultation (Endangered Species Act) for this 


contact Richard Smith at 509-765-6125 for questions concerning your Biological 
eo ancneieisae. If you have ary questions regarding FWS comments on the 


SS i 














Also, the following new paragraph was added between the paragraph refer- 
enced above and the paragraph that followed it in the draft pian: "|mpacts on 


PY Lt AVI US Tieaeicd OY Carel >i 









The text on pages 119-20 in the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 


The managing agencies refers to those agencies that manage the fisheries. The 
National Park Service does not have any direct fisheries management authori- 
ty on Lake Roosevelt, as noted on page 86 of the draft plan. For clarification, 
the text on page 120, column 1, of the draft plan was changed in the final plan 
to: “The managing agencies i i 

Carry out appropriate 
mitigation to help protect bull trout.” 


Additional NEPA compliance documents would be prepared to analyze site- 
specific impacts for natural and cultural resources before any construction 
activities began. Please see page 103 of the draft plan for additional discus- 
sion. 


The Kettle Falls area has been occupied by humans for more than 9,000 years. 
It has a very high concentration of artifacts and other sensitive cultural 
resources including many burial sites. Before any construction begins, addi- 
tional NEPA compliance would be completed to identify potential impacts and 
evaluate the tradeoffs between land- and water-based facilities. 


If the Kettle Falls Marina is built, then a spill prevention, control, and counter 
measures plan will be prepared in accordance with 40 CFR 112. Also see 
responses N and O above. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES " 
THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION 
A__ The secretary of the interior assigned land management responsibilities for the 
THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES national recreation area (recreation zone) to the National Park Service in the 
THE COLVILLE RESERVATION original 1946 Tri-Party Agreement and again in the 1990 “Lake Roosevelt 
POS! CFRCE GOR IS0CESFELEN WRENN 19199 Cuma pemere-cete Cooperative Management Agreement." 
RECEIVED In a letter dated February 19, 1999, to the Chairman of the Colville Business 
JAN 2 2 1999 Council, the acting regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation addressed 
OFFICE OF THE 7 
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER P Aj R A this issue as follows: 





HISTORY/ARCHAEOLOGY DEPARTMENT 


January 27, 1999 


Superintendent V sugha Baker 

Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Ares 

1008 Crest Drive 

Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 

Re: Draft Environmental Management Pian Environmental impact Statement - Lake 
Roosevelt National Recreation Area 


Deas Supenntendent Beker 
Enclosed are page by page comments 10 the above reference EIS thet you should include 
in the process at ths time. 


However, there remain issues that require resolution between your agency and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer and 


The Lake Roosevelt Cooperative Management Agreement (Agreement) is explicit 
that NPS is the Federal Land Manager for the Recreation Zone, just as it is clear 
the Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) are the Land Manager for their Reserva- 
tion Zone. By signature of that Agreement, the Secretary of the Interior (Secre- 
tary) specifically delegated management of the Recreation Zone lands to NPS and 
restricted Reclamation's authority outside the Reclamation Zone to reservoir oper- 
ations for authorized project purposes. Any other action by Reclamation in other 
zones must have the prior approval of the zone land manager. Perhaps some con- 
fusion exists about Reclamation's role in other management zones because Recla- 
mation initiated the real estate actions for the land taken for the reservoir. In fact. 
the land belongs to the U.S. Government, not to Reclamation. The Secretary has 
delegated management functions through the Agreement to the cooperating man- 
agers. Another point of confusion appears to be that some of your staff view the 
Agreement as solely a recreation management document, and therefore interpret 
Reclamation to be responsible in all zones for non-recreation functions. The 
Agreement is a comprehensive land management document encompassing ail 














the History/Archacology Department. The following issues require discussion: fancti tudi — ond of burial loca- 
A © There is no original document thet transfers management responsibility from the tions. Our interpretation ts supported by an opinion from the Regional Solicitor. 
Bureau of Reclamation to the National Park Service. Later agreements assume that US. Department of the Interior 
the NPS has « legitimate mannges.ast responsibility, but the originat semen! = _ ) 
ar han a aoe As Federal Land Manager in the Recreation Zone. the National Park Service is 
on =~ ebsequent prem responsible for implementation of all Federal laws on those lands and has over- 
R + The proposed management plan would have an impact 08 _ ++ sight over all actions pursuant to those laws. as well as for departmental and NPS 
nee coeemee Successful management of the policy. This includes actions under the Native American Graves Protection and 
care Caches Dare Project showelinns will vequie an integrated plan with the tribes Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
being fully involved. A plan that only involves the NPS is inappropriate. (ARPA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and the National Envi- 











ronmental Policy Act (NEPA). Reclamation cannot act to implement our own ini- 
approval of the National Park Service. 





se 
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B_ The Tribe was consulted throughout the development of the draft plan. Pur- 

















9 
Zz 
2) 
c 
° —s motinncanyinn thGopein dA Gsneie suant to direction of the Tribal Business Council, this consultation was coordi- > 
Cc ae Eines - nated through the director of the Tribal Parks and Recreation Department. It is 5 
effects of this Emvisonmental impact Sutement on cultural resources. Section 106 of regrettable that your concerns over NPS jurisdiction for cultural resources z 
the Natona Histonc Presrrvenon Aci requires thas consaitsbon, within the national recreation area prevented better coordination and consulta- > 
Because of the above rssem. | am requesting the! your ageacy enter into rasansngful tion with your office during this process. . 
consultation with tas office. Therefore, ) an requcsting an extenmos of the commen 
penod on the Draft Environmental impact Statement until such ume es the sbove issucs We agree that successful management of Lake Roosevelt requires an integrat- S 
coaiiutent ed plan with the tribes. S 
Z 
Suncerety, The general management plan is not a comprehensive plan for the whole >, 
; ; reservoir. Similar to the Colville Tribes’ Shoreline Management Plan, which ) 
Oddine Paidbe addresses shoreline issues within the Colville Reservation. the general man- = 
ee agement plan only addresses the area within the national recreation area. What 
Manager Hhstory/Archesology Deparment the National Park Service does and proposes will affect areas managed by the 
Encl Comments to the EIS other managing entities and vice versa. The National Park Service fully 


intends to continue to consult with all of the other managing partners about 
any of its proposed actions so that the exact nature of potential impacts can be 
determined and mitigated before any proposal is implemented. 


Please also see summary comment C for a discussion of how tse National 
Park Service would propose that a lakewide visitor services and facilities plan 
be prepared. 


C Because the federal lands within the national recreation area fall outside the 
boundaries of the Colville Indian Reservation, the Washington state historic 
preservation officer has section 106 jurisdiction for the national recreation 
area. However, as a matter of policy and because the tribes are managing part- 
ners on Lake Roosevelt, the National Park Service consults with tribal historic 
preservation officers on matters affecting cultural resources. Please see 
response B above for further discussion. 
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Coafederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation 
Office of the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 


Aad 
History/Archacelegy Departmest 
Comments to the Draft Laviroamental Management Piss 


Eavircamestal Impect Statemes! 
Lake Roeseveit Nationa! Recreation Ares 





13- ~ 
iichesmnentinaanenie If the NPS has a role in management :n the 
Lake Roosevelt NRA. it 1s in recreation management, not wn aiturel resources 
management There 1s no document assigning the responsibility for cultura: resources w 
the NPS. 








Page 19 - Tribal Plans - “Although most lands within the natonal recrestion areadonat = — 
dwectly adjown reservahon lands and are not directly affected Sy inbel pians and 
policies... This statement appears to be faise im general In particular, the CCT has 
Historx Property Management Pian for the entire Grand Coulee Dam Proyect 





= © 





23 - Planning Assumptions“ because it was directed to manage the area by ais SCS 
ia This is not supported by the documentation presented im appendix © 


Page 24 - it wo 
ity boundanes in the erca defined as the “Recreanon Zone™ in the | 990 agreement 


NE Tee 
Page 25 - Managemnemt Alternatives - There s no presemation of the “old plan” andthe == 


“new pian” and the differences between the two pians 











Page 26 - Third 








" jernage cunaal resources Furthermore. asbcpated madisummer flow 
| _Sgmeramion deemedowes will expose cual manures atthe height ofthe tourist 
season 


Page 26 fourth paragraph - Thus paragrapd is badly writen and difficult to umderstand 








J Page 30 - Second paragraph — The \otai mumber of access pousts are important to ‘| 


recresnon management o! tribal lands The mumber end placement of proposed access 





Please see response A above. 

The text on page 19 of the draft pian has been revised in the final plan. 
Appendix G summarizes the various laws that are applicable to units of the 
Please see also response A in this letter and summary comment D. 

As described in the 1990 "Lake Roosevelt Cooperative Management Agree- 
ment,” the recreation zone includes those federal lands and waters outside of 
the reservation boundaries and the area immediately behind the Grand Coulee 
Dam. Please see appendix B of the draft plan. 

The “old plan” is described in alternative 2, and the “new plan” is described in 
alternative |. Please see the tables on pages 53-56 of the draft plan for a com- 
parison of these alternatives. 


You are correct. The text on page 26 of the draft has been revised in the final 
plan. 


As noted in the referenced paragraph, there would be full consultation and 
public review on any proposed community access proposals. Please also see 
summary comment E. 
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Page Fourth paragraph  —Semmtive nesural and cule) eanwces sod he 
protected amd managed \ emeure thet tery soubd not be edveruaty umpeceed by vestor 
ume” How woukd dus be done” There hes mot beer sdeq™uatr protechos in the past 








Page © and 31 NRA Opersmons - Budget and staffing are conmérrsizons thet should be 
made in comsuttemon ert al] parocrpamts in the mecagsenemt of dhe wands aronend the 
reservou Each emcrry hes s sane m cudget and maffing 








Page 32 — Fourth paragraph — Thee should be consideration of remaming Ge lands 
menhorad ‘0 the trhes 














34 ord 25) By weet suthonty does the 
Nj 3 El 


of 53 theomgh 56- The maserial prenented in the charts 1s masiending Alermative | 
iextentsienendnaandibctaguppehatadumaienusty 














99 - Settumg — Thee section 1s rather poorty ermen Some attemmos serds io he 
Gnwtoemn ter at tar bébantin. ‘The use of the term “reservor™ 


appropriate on pieces 





Page 60 Regponal Settumg and Land Use Chemectertencs There © no menvan of 
ue 








Page 91 — First paragraph - The twelve tribes of the Confoderssed Tribes of the Colville 
Reservence cocupeed the lands from the crest of the Cascade Moumtaans w the preecar 
borde: and from aienor Briast ( otumbas to the Snake Rive 


WF estangpoe and the Wailowes tmennte drmange © Northeasers Oregon 








~The ms tet sccerre «A better map 1s rveisite 
Siete Deere os 














i Aschanciogcel Resources Thus secon s poet samo 











a - _ 
caemathy talon tosumauted by G0 CCT dtd bo txtated tn Gio ancien 











$4 — National Regmer Properties in the National Recreation Aves - It should be 
aan cecal tavemuiad tacuste qeapurtien Gurdunciogjadl dias) exam te anmnget 





BEST COPY AVAILABLE 





This paragraph outlines the goal for the management of cultural and natural 
resources under the proposed management plan. As part of its ongoing man- 
agement of the national recreation area, the National Park Service. among 
other things, (1) prohibits off-road vehicle use on the drawdown: (2) in con- 
junction with both tnbes patrols the lake during the drawdown to monitor for 
illegal activities that might harm sensitive cultural sites: (3) evaluates the 
potential impacts on cultural and natural resources on all projects thal are pro- 
posed for the national recreation area. and (4) educates visitors about the 
importance of protecting both the cultural and natural resources of the area. 


We agree. However, this needs to be a “two-way” street with all managing 


Disposal or exchange of public lands would be done pursuant to applicable 
laws and regulations. 


The Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR Part 3) is the authority. Where 
these areas adjoin tribal waters, such restrictions would be worked out jointly 
Alternat:ve | ts designed to respond to increases in use that will occur 
whether the National Park Service and the other managing partners do any- 
thing or not. In general, visitation increases are tied to population increases of 
the region. Short of limiting use on a lakewide basis, the National Park Ser- 
Vice IS proposing to expand existing facilities where appropriate and direct use 
to lesser used facilities. Use limitations for specific facilities that have reached 
capacity would be implemented. You are correct that there could be additional 
impacts on cultural and natural resources as use increases. Alternative | pro- 
poses to deal with those impacts through more active visitor use management 
techniques, such as site design and maintenance and more personne! on site 
impacts. additional steps such as limiting use on portions or all of the lake 
could be considered. Such restrictions would be developed in full consultation 
Aboriginal land use 1s discussed in the “Cultural Resources” section beginning 
on page 90 of the draft pian. 
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as if they are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places until such time as they 
are evaluated under the criteria of the National Register of Historic Places. 





Page 105 — Second paragraph — There is no effective coordination and consultation now, 
how would there be less in the future? 








Page 105 through 107 — All of the issues discussed in these sections could cause direct 
and indirect impacts to cultural resources. This is not discussed. 











Page 108 — paragraph 5 - “It was determined that none of these actions would result in 
significant direct or indirect negative or adverse effects on any minority or low-income 
population or community”. This is untrue if ail low-density and no development zone 
responsibilities rest with the tribes to ensure no overbuild of the project area. 








Page 122 — Paragraph 3 - See second comment for page 94 above. 





122 - 4 — What ongoing dialogue with the tribes on cultural resources? 











Page 122 - Paragraph 5 — There are over 400 documented ethnographic sitesinthe study ‘| 
area, 








Page 122 — Last paragraph — The NPS should take into consideration the fact that most 
cultural resources are non-renewable while natural resources may be renewable. 





Page 123 - Paragraph 3 - Decisions about monitoring should be made in consultation 
with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officers of the affected tribes, not solely by the 
NRA staff. 








Page 124 — Paragraph 7 — It would be to agencies 
are accomplishing the survey, inventory and management of the cultura! resources. It is 
not the NPS that is accomplishing this. Furthermore, there is a lack of cooperative and 


productive dialog. 











Page 125 - Conclusion - The conclusions are erroneous. More visitors and more visitor =—S~S~S 


facilities would create more impacts to cultural resources. The facilities and locations of 
concentration are already established in alternative 2. Alternative 1 would redistribute 
the visitors on the landscape and cause new tacilities to be built, both of which could 





adversely effect cultural resources. 





Page 129 - Unavoidable Adverse Impacts — Unavoidable adverse impacts resulting from 
the proposed action would also be to cultural resources. It must be remembered that most 
cultural resources are non-renewable and the preferred treatment of cultura] resources is 

preservation in place whenever possible. 
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The text on page 91 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 


The map used on page 92 of the draft plan was obtained from a tribal publica- 
tion. If there is a need in the future for such a map, we will contact the 
Colville Tribe to obtain a more accurate version. 


The information in the "Affected Environment" section is intended to give a 
brief overview of the resources within and around the national recreation area. 
It is not a comprehensive discussion of the various resources -- that informa- 
tion is available from other sources. Please see the bibliography on pages 175- 
180 in the draft plan for the references cited in this section. 


The text on page 94 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 


This section only describes the existing conditions. Please see changes to the 
text on page 17 of the draft. 


Impacts on cultural resources are discussed beginning on page 122 of the draft 
plan. 


We feel that this comment basically describes our proposed action. The plan 
proposes very few completely new developments. The proposed management 
areas have been defined and delineated to maintain the existing character of 
the area as much as possible. Most new development proposed is really an 
expansion or reuse of an existing facility. The purpose of the dispersed man- 
agement area, which comprises almost 50% of the shoreline within the nation- 
al recreation area, is to ensure that there will continue to be areas that are pri- 
marily natural and primitive and nature. Also, most of the area delineated 
within the developed recreation area would continue to be undeveloped, 
although there would be more flexibility in these areas to accommodate addi- 
tional facilities should the need be identified. 


The marina proposed for Crescent Bay would be a new development. There 
could also be some small new developments under the provisions for commu- 
nity access points; however, we do not anticipate that there would be very 
many of these and the land area involved would be relatively small. 


Please see response B in this letter. 
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FA 
The text on page 122 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. S 
= 
Z We have and will continue to do so. = 
es ~ there has been Sead j Zz 
cc ‘Page 132 oe cpt i Te a AA The text on page 124 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. > 
——— development of tis 
4 BB Please see response O in this letter. S 
Page 133 — A record of consultation with the Tribal Hismnie PIESeTVENGN OMCers OF te 
and the State _ 
DD a SO, CC Please see response B in this letter : 
DD Such documentation is available at the park headquarters in Coulee Dam and Z 
es ee is summarized in the revised "Consultation and Coordination” section in the 2 
final plan. gS 
FF Page 136 - Paragraph 3 - No letter wes received by Adeline Fredin about the P 4 
ah a a EE Our records show that a letter was sent to Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
GG ae | Adeline Fredin on July 30, 1997, requesting that this officer be involved in the 
Leite CT cca aves management curl mates development of the general management plan. Review copies of the prelimi- 
Appendix A: Brief Administrative History — There ts a0 record of the original eulhorty == nary draft were made available to the tribe for comment before publication. In 
HH to Go WPS to permenenty ames a! un CdCovers. addition, NPS staff met with tribai staff on March 17, 1999, to discuss the 
the NPS in « management role are based on an assumption chat the NPS bas the authority tribe's comment on the draft plan. Attempts to hold further meetings with the 
to be there. tribal historic preservation officer were either cancelled or postponed at the 





request of the officer. Please also see response B in this letter. 


FF Our records show that a letter was sent to Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Adeline Fredin on July 30, 1997, requesting that this officer be involved in the 
development of the general management plan. 


GG It is regrettable that the ongoing jurisdictional dispute has prevented better 
coordination and consultation with your office during this process. However, 
there is a record of past NPS ce _ultation and coordination with the Tribe, and 
an ongoing record with regara «0 projects within the national recreation area. 


HH Please see response A in this letter. 
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THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION 





THE Conroe es TRIBES 
THE COLVILLE RESERVATION 


lv 





RECEIVE G 


JAN 2 9 1999 
L.R.N.RA. 


Re: Oreft General Management Plan/EIS Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 
Dear Mr. Baker, 


Enciosed ere comments from the Confedereted Tribes of the Colville Reservation on the 
Draft General Management PlarvE/S ake Roosevelt National Recreation Area. 
Comments from the Tribes History & Archesology Department will be submitted at a 
tater date from the Tribes Historic Preservation Officer Adeline Fredin. 


The Confederated Tribes of the Colvide Reservation submits theses comments as 8 co- 
managet wilh reserved rights on Lake Roceevelt 


(he Colville Tribes participation in the EIS process should not be interpreted by the 
Federal agences as a substiute for the on-going responsibilities of ali Federal Agencies 
to continue with governmment-to-government consultations in the overall management of 
Lake Roosevelt in conformity with the Lake Roosevelt Cooperative 

Agreement and the Federal Government's trust responsibility to the Tribes. 


By submitting comments and participating in the E'S process, the Colville Tribes do not 
concede that the National Park Service (NPS) is the appropriate Federal agency to lead 
or implement this planning effort, which directly impects Tribe! cultural and natural 
resources. 


The Colvife Tribes veives its working reiatior. hp with the Nations! Perk Service and 
looks forward io continued coaperation in the monagement of Lake Roosevelt. We 


formally request e government-to-government meeting to discuss sues raised in these 
delegate at 509-634-3147. 


Collie Confederated Tribes 
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Comment from the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation on 
the Draft General Management Pian/EIS for 
The Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Ares 








This plan appears to be a programmatic Envronmentai impact Statement. mearung that 
tus document intends to describe, analyze, etc. various options and impacts c! overall 
NRA management Ai a tater date, more site-epeciiic actrviiee/projects will be further 


and epeciiic goa! and setting, the overall pian is too vague to analyze enpacts 
because impacts are (© eseves when the type, nunber end locations of 
recrestonal uses and visitors heve not been specified This wil also reeul m local 
projects being analyzed but not being looked st form the “big picture” because the 
programmatic document was supposed to sddress tus but fel short, so the concept of 
tering becomes questionable. 














We would lie to see more aiternatves. As t stands the Confederated Tribes o/ the 
Colvile indian Reservation (hereinafter referred to as the “Tribes”) does not support 
Akernatve ' A low-growlh, medium-growfh and high-growth alternative would heve 
Given terested parties more choice to shape the fare A no-gowth vs growth 
ehemative does not present e clear picture of how much growin end development we 
are endoraing f we were to support ARemnative | Why were other sitemstves not 
ee ee ee anne taea h appears that 

one . More maddie-cl-tne-road strategy would be possible. eg curtail 
further development en Spakane Arm, upgrade Katie Faile teaity, put in Crescent Bay 
Marina, insteed of an aii or nothing approach. 


Addibonaily, @ 1s required under he National Environmental Policy Act that apecific 
@planatone be given as to why various ellemnatrvves were or were not developed and 
why aiternatves were drapped from further consideraton. 


We disagree that the “most sigficant mpect” of implementation of Alternative | wil be 
that the NPS wall have more options to manage the NRA Just es significant will be the 








A See summary comment C. 


B_ As explained in summary comment C, the proposals are purposefully general 
to allow management flexibility. The National Park Service felt that visitor 
growth is inevitable and that alternatives designed to limit or encourage it are 
not feasible. The proposal is designed to provide NPS management the flexi- 
bility that it needs to manage growth while minimizing adverse impacts on the 
environment and visitor experience. Please see the discussion on page 103 of 
the draft that explains how detailed impacts of future proposed actions would 
be analyzed at the appropriate time. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
Cc As you correctly point out, the general | management plan is not a comprehen- 


receive Mile use. This is what he NPS io ao t© accorr~mnodste 


The essesement and of ergacts = weak and 0 partaiy ted to the unepeaiic 


Consequences 

Lakes Mead and Powel, wruch heve receved ncressing use over lime could prowds 
formation end gudance on developing a programmatic plan end assesang the 
mpects of enplementing such 


R ts uncteer why there would be less coordination with oiher management entbes. «6. 
Cone Tribes, under ARemative 1 (pg. 105 and other). md 











‘The pan states Gat te Natonal Prk Service wil not Govatop more han SO% of ts 
management area egung fe oma reubvely developed. Ths sounds positive, 
bu # Goes not take into eccourt Tnbai developments on the offer side of he reservor 
How wil NPS development sffect fare rhe and overall congeston on 
the Lake? Additionally how wall growth from the ede enpect Usage of Tribal 


As crevqusly mentioned nthe ARermetves secton Aternstve | dose not present s 
Cleer picture of how much growth wil be allowed. We can work to cap growth rough 
Dermuts and @ reservation system. why don’ we pian for #? ARemative 1 shoud present 
nerd numbers of grow and incressed weaor usage. 

















hugher denaxty vetor use in area: of existing gh use, edher by expanding current stes 
OF Dy bocaang new developmen nearby Not in more isoisted portons of the lake This 
Concept aiso appbes to Noussboats ac other random-type shoreline camping No New 
development should be proposed anc no More use encouraged in at leest same of 
(nese areas Under tus approach. people would have more camping room. coud 








vation, the general management plan only addresses the area within the 

will affect areas managed by the other managing entities and vice versa. The 
National Park Service fully intends to continue to consult with all of the other 
managing partners about any of its proposed actions so that the exact nature of 
potential impacts can be determined and mitigated before any prope:%' ~ 
implemented. 


Please see summary comment C for a discussion of how the National Park 
Service would propose that a lakewide visitor services and facilities pian be 
prepared. 


proposes very few completely new developments. The proposed management 
areas have been defined and delineated to maintain the existing character of 
the arca as much as possible. Most new development proposed is really an 
expansion or reuse of an existing facility. The purpose of the dispersed man- 
al recreation area, is to ensure that there will continue to be areas that are pri- 
marily natural and primitive and nature. Also, most of the area delineated 
within the developed recreation area would cont*nue to be undeveloped, 
although there would be more flexibility in these areas to accommodate addi- 
tional facilities should the need be identified. 


The marina proposed for Crescent Bay would be a new development. There 
could also be some small new developments under the provisions for commu- 
nity access points, however, we do not anticipate that there would be very 
many of these and the land area involved would be relatively small. 
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taurch bosts tester ei bas Carter arenes wousd st recerve fe ess use wotd be 
tess enpectsd by people and was herefore be fe mosi agruitcart ‘ecto © heipnNG 
marten fe raase Cerect arc riagty d fe wes fic 0 8 Gos of he 
menagemert pian Pnortes need to be csruied tr enprovernarts to eusting feciaes 











~The plan repeatedy makes relerence t siudes ful ad be conducted or peck eens 


to Gutermune growth enpacts and the teasiiity of epereon o wer stes The Tribes 
reeds © be mcudsd n hese spect shades 








Mege 








The Tribes question fe iegtmacy of he maps preserted = fhe plan The maps show 
verous ‘eves d ~ecesiorww and wees There we severe raterces 
where fe maps dor’ reflect ARerratve | a 2, or auutirg lard use “or raternce. on he 
West Sice of Lane Rocsevel. rorfh of Pe Cotile indian Reservation « marty f he 
river to @e Canadian bowwdary © Gemgrated es “Developed recres(an” Thus 6 not 
reftected by GsTEr eciviies no by Pe eiernaives Geecibes = Furl Po sarees 
are rot reftectsd 7 fe Tape 








There s 6 Tustene on fe map fo Aferatve | Ww ad ce he more t 
the eves gaurd Deer ad Gitord-Dnapereed of Cevenoped 
Oocke/Ramps 


Tre Tribes apport eaendry Pe bos! arches: wd egerving pw wens © “CUES 
Moacy fre wort) wou be Wen 6 eter 5 Po eustry Sot arc e's 


oe ee 


Doors oy eties ew.sd alec De evahated os 2 wile evaive AGStowi ‘ews « 
eustrg ste sd be icoted at © educe congestion «=("Pve wousd sche congestor 
prottems assy peak ores a 9 storms afar everyore @ Tyry to get of Po ane a 
Te ean. wre 








eo ate fat recene ow ecrestorw vse @ preset We Go some nessvrererns exc 
faurd arty 0 few cress efare somecre bow cose © Fe ake ams ‘eve © Tre 
30 ~wise © ecoess oe bos esch Wal me, be fo es ene 6 wt fe nsroe 
erches tus Pe enost Of Toorage evaiabte | more moovage «ere eveiatie 
weusd be more corwervert ty loca) renderes © use Mey DosR Or Meme Addtow 
™oorege coved De devetoped @ eustirg march mes 











As stated in comment C above, the tribes would be consulted on ail proposals 
for new facilites. 


The mayonty of the area mentioned was purposefully designated developed 
recreahon in recognition of the growing number of homes and some Dusiness- 
es that are being developed on adjacent private lands in this areca. This area is 
served by all-weather roads that paralle! the shoreline and provide casy access 
to most locations. It ts a very different character from many of the areas af the 
south end of the lake where road access 1s very limited. Picase see the descrip- 
uon of the developed recreaon management area on pages 33 and 34 of the 
draft plan. Any developments within this arca would be smail scale and wide- 
ly separated, so that most of that management arca would stil] masntaim a pre- 
dom:nately natural character 


There was a mistake on one of the maps for alternative | The area north of 
Hunters to Dassy was shown as dispersed recreation. |t should have been 
developed recreation. This map has been corrected im the final document. 
Most of our ramps already have log booms where feasibie Multiple ramps are 
generally not feasible. We have widened ramps to increase capacity m several 
locabons, and will continue to evaluate ramps for that potential. 


See summary comment E. 
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The pien describes vevas a puhecn erusmore Ses pores sed © ho 
ererormert, ard states Gat “These short-term everts elect aaibity ns hove inte 


rreengstcr of bed wmceer pomecr eftecs smo be conauced 








Post Source Potion The plan brahes over Oe magne of fhe ‘tons poheor 
to fhe HRA for Caneden and US sovces # tals eer meric: Pe mihos of ore 
of tone eshreras 7 fhe Lave bed ew te coter@uly harms eflect Pus may he © 
fhe ecology end Pe pti - f lene ard Comers sector 3 he Wate Aseorces 
Sector Goss describe fe poi.esrt sarces ard "oles genes provera ere Dery 
made and fal “monforryg «@ be coréwsed © vet) Pes erpoenes OS me 
we bom frwenos end ~aregemert reapo wiiity & ose Fal eae moar, 6 
wrgterreresd ‘he Late Rocusve! Water Quaily Corccd hee aarti seers 
Oya, needs Mal ss be couacesd © erwew some Of Pe aastors 














Tot! Omactved Ges (TOG) Thus hes Deen « huge syaiern-atde ease Quaily potter 7 
fe US ew Canade afuch Grecty weygsively pecs fe ferwy 6 he A Lege 
wale years can caves egyuhcert fh mortaiity for TOG (Scoot, 1957) "he terey s 
erahed 8 ore of fe Tost epost recresiorw reeorcss 6 Pe WA ol fe 
protiem «not ed@esess 2 he pen Ths potter ss ui most «ate qalty 
protteres are cO7uNes ac raw ete 














i” sever) areas f fe plan ae levels re TeErexred 28 6 rulter a) WCestow 
tecity wereererce apeekr ew tereres |0 sete Pe Poy we dstemresd by 
aw etess cose “cl sdeqaney ekiess Ser Wegsbve ewwo res OEE © Me 
NRA rahee reesces and recresiion We "eve often been purzied a8 © wy fares 
not an E35 on Grand Conese operators. 

















snGaides. fut heve “em Mad tom reservar Guadoers od erry Wolf "ere 
cuesc fe goreirs © Gutertcre cneryg pcteres (er b | te -esorces 
Oresdours dus be kept a a orwne ai soem yeas Feeder © eice 
ratte ed eater "he oust J gardeete asiewa food cer ewe » 
"Corer © ate ecciogy eo Peadoe scare ce Pwd 2s ortuet © ro Pease 
vom 








The particular problem described here ts a legitimate concern. however, it is 
related to the operation of the reservou and 1s not affected by amything pro- 
support and cooperate with such studies. 

The National Park Service ts certainly aware of and will continue to do its 
Part to seck a successful resoluton to thrs problem. However. the Natonal 
Park Service is just one of many players involved mm this process. We will 
contunue to support lakewide cfforts through the Lake Roosevelt Water Qual- 
ity Council to develop and impiement a water quality monstoring program. 
See response to comment | above. 

Lake levels are a continuing concern for the National Park Service. They do 
cause a significant impact on lake access and the management of facilipes at 
certain umes of the year However. resolution of that problem 1s beyond the 
scope of this gencral management pian. The National Park Service docs work 
with the reservow operators to mitigate the problems as much as possibic 
within the parameters of the Columtua River operation plans. 

Landslides and crosion along the shoreline caused by varying lake levels def- 
mately ts a problem with the national recreation area Please see response to 
comment L above. 
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We believe there should be more thorough recommendations on improving erosion in 
the NRA and we suspect there may be significant negative impacts tc ‘he lake ecology. 








Natrve Whitefish: speaes incude Mou tsin Whitefish and some Pygmy Whitefish. lake 
Whitefish, which are relatively abundeni in Lake Roos. ere not native. Burbot and 
White Sturgeon populations have nol been adeque's, «.2sesed, therefore we do not 
era. = 











The Colville and Spokane Tribes, along with the Stete of Washingion are conducting 
fishery management planning activities on Lake Roosevelt, with the Tribes as the lead 
agencies. Resident fish does not appear to be @ high priority with the State. 
Anadromous fish appears to be their high priority. The Colville and Spokane Tribes 
have focused extensive effort in the management of the Lake Roosevelt fishery 
resources. 


Threatened, endangered and rare species are of concem. Sockeye, Chinook. 
Steelhead and Bull Trout are threatened or endangered within the region and must be 
enhanced and retuned. 








The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse ( Tympenuchus phasianelius is 
Gina bandatt taints tieentotendindntnen 
er meee 








Although the linear nature of the NRA does limit the amount of land and subsequent 
te-reetrial habitat for widilfe (pg 84), & is very important habitat because it is adjacent to 
weer, Contains @ greater diversity of vegetation due to the proximity of water, is low in 
elevation and provides oper: space in # region where much of the remaining open low 
elevation cround has been developed or will be developed es housing sites in the 


For example, the Hellsgate Game Reserve on the Colville Reservation, which borders 
the NRA, is 100,000 acres in size and represents about onc sudth of the winter range 

aerially surveyed by the Tribe in a hareh winter when snow eccumuiations are high and 
deer are forced to lower elevations. The reserve typically contains 50-55% of all the 

deer surveyed Reservation-wide in a severe winter. Many of these animais are in the 
lowest portions of the reserve bordering the NRA (CCT, unpublished data). This high 

level of use is due to the prevalence of low elevation lands which have jess snow, 





The National Park Service does not have any direct fisheries management 
authority on Lake Roosevelt, as noted on page 86 of the draft document. 
Therefore, a discussion of fisheries mitigation strategies would be more 
appropriate in the resource management plans produced by the agencies that 
directly manage the NRA fisheries. 

In 1996 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service revised their candidate species list 
to include only category | species. Therefore, there are no “category 2 candi- 
date subspecies.” See the Federal Register (vol. 61, No. 40, 7596-7612, Feb- 
ruary 28, 1996) for additional information. However, as noted on page 88 of 
the draft document, the state of Washington and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service have identified the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse as a species of 
concern. 
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comparatively milder weether conditions Cus to elevation and the ameliorating affects of 
the reservor, presence of palatable browse species, and a setting that is reistively free 
of human-ceused disturbance. 


Human activites can impact aninais through four primary routes - exploitation, 
Geturbence, habitat modificason and polluion (Knight R.L. and D.N. Cole, 1995) The 


subsequently the @nd number of wildlife living in an ares. Once again, it is very 
sito t sosase tepmcte vinen numbers, types and locations of current and proposed 








predicted degree of certainty thet higher vielor numbers and more 
° Hee e ade Rasanadl all madi’ care tmpane 00 whdiia.qenedeted wilh 
this use along with the edditional development designed to accommodate such. 

















~ There are presently 21 known 
Roosevelt 1 The first surveyed nest territory on the reservow 
Cae eats nat. Gone Gan to mimber of tectaten have taveaned due to an 
expansion in both the local breeding population and monitoring efforts during the 
nesting period. A maximum of 15 territories have been occupied in any one year 
Eleven nests occur on the Colville Reservation, ane on the Spokane Reservaton, and 
the remaining nine on the NRA. 


Q 

The reasons for this increase are threefold. First, there has been an expansion of the 
local breeding population, due in part to several years of good production which has 
apparently resulted in some portion of these young birds retuming with mates and 
establishing territories. Second. there is both an excess of available nest habitat, 
particularly in certain reeches of the reservoir, and an abundent prey base. Finally, low 
levels of human disturbance, st least in some locales, make the lake attractive to 
breeding eagles. in addition, monitoring efforts have intensified, especially since 1990, 
90 more is generally known about nesting activity on the reservoir, particularly on the 
Colville end Spokane Reeervatons. 


Percent successful nests heve fluctuated widely from 1987-1996, which is typical, and it 
te G@ifficult to draw any conciusions based on this parameter Average annusi 











P Alternative | is designed to respond to increases in use that will occur 


whether the National Park Service and the other managing partners do any- 
thing or not. In general, visitation increases are tied to population increases 
of the region. Short of limiting use on a lakewide basis, the National Park 
Service is proposing to expand existing facilities where appropriate and 
direct use to lesser used facilities. Use limitations for specific facilities that 
have reached capacity would be implemented. You are correct that there 
could be additional impacts on cultural and natural resources as use 
increases. Alternative | proposes to deal with those impacts through more 
active visitor use management techniques, such as site design and mainte- 
nance and more personnel on site during high use periods. Should these not 
adequately address resource impacts, additional steps such as limiting use 
on portions or all of the lake could be considered. Such restrictions would 
be developed in full consultation with the managing partners, the general 
public, and other interested parties. 


The text on page 87 and 88 of the draft plan about bald eagles was changed 
in the final plan to: "More than 21 known bald eagle nests are in the vicini- 
ty and appear to be becoming more productive each year. A maximum of 
15 territories have been occupied in any one year. Bald eagle habitat is usu- 
ally associated with large bodies of water that provide an abundant source 
of food. There is an excess of habitat on certain reaches of the river and an 
abundant prey base. Eagles feed primarily on fish, water-fowl, . . .” 


The text on page 119 of the draft plan concerning bald eagles was changed 
in the final plan to: "More than 200 bald eagles overwinter, and more than 
21 nest sites have been identifed in the Lake Roosevelt reservoir area.” 


Also, further down in that same paragraph the following changes were 
made: " The new or expanded facilities or increased visitor use in the con- 
centrated and developed recreation management areas would not normally 
occur near known wintering or nesting areas. If eagles were present, the 
National Park Service would consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice to develop mitigation plans to minimize impacts on eagles. The coop- 
erating agencies would also develop management plans that would identify 
Carry out protection measures that would be implemented to protect habitat, 
such as closing occupied nesting areas to visitor use during the breeding 
season to reduce potential impacis. The vegetation management program 
would likely increase diversity and abundance of eagle prey as vegetation 
recovered over time to more natural conditions. 
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productvity appeers to be incressing since 1994 and is approaching the 1987 high of 
2.00 birds. R should be noted, however, that the 1987 figure ony reflects one territory 
wherees the later figures represent 8-15 occupied territories. in addition, 3 young were 
produced in at least one territory in 1964, 1995, 1997 and 1998, which inflated yearly 
means. 


Statewide productivity rates for bald eagies are typically at or close to 1 00 young. 
Reproductive success of the Lake Roosevell popuiation reflects 8 relatively low level of 
human disturbance, an abundance of available nesting habitat and food sources, and a 
breeding population that is currently below saturation point. The NPS conciusion thet 
cage terntones are becoming more productive each yeer is misieading (pg. 68). While 
Productivity has ranged from en average of 1.5-1.9 eagiets per territory during the 5 
years from 1994-1996, percent successful territories Neve reriged from 54-88% over the 
same period. So, while productivity was high, partially due to the presence of 3 young 
at some sites, not all territories produced young, @.g., only 54% and 57% in 1996 and 
1998, respectively 














Roosevelt. The West is experiencing unprecedented population growth as people 
depart other areas to settie in this region (Knight 1996). Not only is the West the fastest 
growing region in America, it rivais the growth: rate of Africa and exceeds that of Maxico. 


Washington is no exception to thus trend and is growing by 100,000 people a yeer This 
situation is further exacerbated because Washington is the smallest western state with 


longer concentratec! weet of the Cascades and in the Spokane/Cosur d'Alene area, it's 
spreading to more remote areas of eastern Weslungton, perticularty the northeastern 
and northoertral portions of the state Most counhes here heve not fully implemented 
the State Growth Management Act. Additionally, besic land use planning is virtually 
nonexistent in some cases, e.g, Ferry County, which borders @ good portion of Lake 
Roosevelt, has no zoning laws. These changes in human densities coupled with iittie or 
No land use planning at the county level will continue to result in @ loss of nesting habitat 
and increases in disturbance which wil have a detrimental effect on productivity and 
population expansion in certain stretches of the reservor. 


Secondly, timber harvest in thus part of Washington wll continue to result in reduced 
average tree Gameters over large expanses. This in turn meens fewer lerge trees will 
be available over time for nesting. perching, roosting, ef cstera. This trend will probably 
be most pronounced on private lands, some of which provide current or potential eagle 








R_ Pages 120 and 121 of the draft document addressed the cumulative effects of 
various land uses and the anticipated increase in human population in the 
region on wildlife, including bald eagles. 
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habitat and wal aiso heve Gstwnerta! mpects on productyity and popussbon epenscn 
in some portons of the roservos 








for Snane and lower Coturitue Rover saimon heave the potental to negstvely mpect he 
eagle prey bese m Lake Rovesvelt and Rufus ‘Woods Lake Al present, changes nm 
Operasons do not appear t heve negatvely affected eagle reproductve success: 
However, npacts to reservos fishenes and the rooplartdon bese neve not been fully 
assessed on either Laxe Rocesvelt or Rufus Woods Lake and whether e decreese in 
these feune Neve cocsred s nol understood 








Because the eagie breeding papuiation = below capacity minor decreases in fishenes 
Producton retested to flow eugnertahon messures would not necessary De reflected in 
reproductve success Chroruc low-level decreases or so.te. substantial drops in fish 
numbers have the potential to mpect eagle food resources and conseque tally 
breeding beds on citer reservar if the systern were to uwevel ecologically, dus 0 low 
reedent fet progucterty anc ertraswnent of Doth fieh anc plankton. tus woud certanyy 
have 2 negative impect to eagles on Lave Rooseve. Such crasnstances would also 
Offest any supplements to the wid food bese from hatchery fish 








Firety fe US “en anc Wikdille Service is moving forwerd on the dscson to “dekst 
the baid eagle end deciare the species recovered from cartier decines This wil resuit 
in the eagles remove from the ast of federaiy hreatenec species and 8 consequent 
loss of protecuon under the Endangered Speces Act (ESA) While nesting and 
wirtenng eagle popuéatons heve incressed natorwéde dramatically 80 © some areas. 
@ 9. western Wastengion eagle habtst will no longer be efforded the reg.iatory 
protection and consideration * currently eceves under the ESA 


ts @eputabie whether current popusaton ievels can be sustained a eest m some 
areas. f erforceatie measures are 10 longer m place to promote the retenton of large 
trees anc veusi buffers. protect prey bases anc confol detrbance levels Ths wil be 


Protecton Act that requires thet long-term management plans be developed for sagie 
nests and winter roosts ocourring on private land How long the State Act will remem in 
place f deksbng occurs af the feders! level 6 unknown, Nowever it is certan frat 2 loss 
of state regulatory protechon of nabtat on prvete land will resull mn es joss of such on 
parts of the reservar 








——— ae eee 


Eagles can be actrvely and passively Gapieced from use arenas as 8 result of 
recrestona pursuits (Ardhony RG of a 1985) An example of active Gapiacemert is 
when birds are Gstrbed or agitated to the pont that they flush off 8 nest food source. 
@ cetera due to nearby foot raffic Sometimes fliustung occurs mufipie times Gue to 
repested Gsturbence Peserve dapiacement mvoives beds using © ares ‘ess OF 
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The text on page 121 in the draft document was changed im the final plan to: 
"Damming the river also had major impacts on the native resident fish popula- 
Pe a ey een b as bald cagles, that feed on fish and ot 

isms.” 

The National Park Service will continue to informally consult with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to develop conservation measures for protecting list- 
ed species within the national recreation area. The Park Service will take the 
necessary actions to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act. 

Regardless of the bald cagie's future status under the Endangered Species Act, 
the National Park Service would continue to protect bald eagles in accordance 
with NPS management policies. 
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evoxing ( completely us etering spehe: use pattems. due to husnen-eage 
encouresrs Mwy ere not comfortable wih. in the Coksndes Rover estuary for exemple. 
eagies sper ees nme foraging and made fewer foragng atiempts in reepores ib an 
e@permnerts Geasbaence « stefarey bost The degree of Gepiscement depends on 
severa factors such as type and Gratons of Gstisbancs. ne of day and Nebtusbon 
levels of ndvidual beds 


Recrestona ectvibes heve he potential! © have dsisterous mpects on cage 
popusanons frough reductons 'n survival eapecially m the wtrte: when beds gem an 
energy deficil and trough decreases m reproductve success Siise net shoud be 
managed ere nest terntones, reght roosts. foraging sreas end perch ses. Measures 
can be employed to tempo wily anc spabaly "estrc! humen actvites and manage 
Nabast to conceal actwiies from beds where appropnets ‘These measures requre 
knowtedge of local Dwd vse palterna. much of whech 13 not known for Lake Roosevelt 
ords @g. agtalion and flush distances for "esting pars Addiunaiy use resinctos 
must be enforced and af fs hme no manegemert partes have Deen systematically 
morstoring eagle use m regards to recrestonal ectvites on s egies bess The 
Cotlle Tribe dose not have ihe staff at fs ume to close fhe 1! ake nestng areas on 
tne Cave Reservation to waltar use and ervorce such ss sisted on page 120 
Aternatvely. { wedor use 8 Not promoted »n cerumn partons of the reservos as 
recommended carke Tanagerren of eagle use areas © ose srethes may Nol 
require such tensive approaches 


Management pians Neve been effectvety used to prowdes recammendatons for 
management of habitat, eagle popuistons and human ectvibes When nest eaes are 
nurnerous OF winter popuésbons are warge end widely Gstributed plans shousd prowde @ 
regonai prospectve Manegemert piers require ihe coaperaton of all parbves involved 
to protect Nabxtal and reduce the effects of recreaton on eagle popusstons. 

NPS Gevelopment wil heve to be Detter specified than tis now in order to do thus 





Vegetation 








Venous equatc plats ani noxious weeds Neve been miroduced to ihe reservor 
twough venous prectoss such as agnouuture logging devetooment and recreaton We 
recommend the NPS manage the Shoreline m scoordance wih the Tribes Shoreiine 
Managervert Pian 








Cultural Resources” 








“The mayortty of comments and informa®on on Tribe cultural resowcet all 56 
Subsratted at @ ‘ater date from the "nibes +#efory end Archesoingy Department +istonc 
Preservehon Officer Adeine -rean 


More accurate r¥vormaton @ Needed retative to fhe Deckground of Lake Roosevelt as to 


Now fhe management seus wes whely sgred-off by the Secretary of the intenor anc 
the NPS without consuitaton of the Tribes in the ntiei flooding of the iendbeve After 
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The National Park Service will continue to informally consult with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to develop conservation measures for protecting 
listed species within the national recreation area. The Park Service wil] take 
the necessary actions to ensure compliance with the Endangered Species Act. 
Also, the text on page 120 of the draft plan was changed in the final pian. 


The National Park Service does have an active program to address terrestrial 
noxious weeds and forest health concerns. However this program is often 
constrained by the availability of sufficient funding. 

As far as ‘i... sscommendation to manage the shoreline in accordance with 
the Tribes’ Shoreline Management Pian, it is certainly our intent to be com- 
patible to the degree possible. However, it should also be noted that the 
National Park Service does not have the same authorities that the Tribes have 
within the reservation boundanes to manage adjacent lands. Therefore. our 
ability to control noxious weeds, for example. 1s limited not only by funding 
but also by the land base we manage. 


See responses to the previous January 27, 1999. letter from the Colville 
Tribe. 
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the tac: Te Des «ere CoraMed 28 ft Pe 12°C Gaues Oo OAS CoOrces "USUUrCe 
manegenert anc sate quailty qatly he “ary Oe sien Woewee 
osrevapr a. estes mus De reserved arc protected rom arcs wsdos Cufuret 
ard "ets eso.rces are ore | Me same fo Me Covwde De Terbe wc Toe 
ust be Torvionng anc turdnyg 10 preserve and prowec ang! he Tribes ‘eve of 








Tribal Reguistions 








Reference © "eg.ssbons OF iaw stensc BSD TCUCe ecPererce to Me Tobe | ow and 


Soectic 10s reguasbors ide Te Tobe Coe Grecty certarwy © _ axe Wooseve#ll 
rcudes he flown 


Tite lV - Fish, Wife Camenns Boating Of Road verse Regsgpons 


Lie ang Use anc Devstoomert Coss 
Tre Tea! Shove taragemert Pan ehecove Peay | ‘900 wer Tibet ae 


ad was edopted © manage ed protect mporat "nite wires ad redaow 
-esarcss 


[onceamors Mangoes ert ar 
The olan does not take MO COnsdershor he potetha gow’ voevsion™er aress © the 
Concesmons Managemen Mar 








Staffing/Budgetng 








Alou me NPS nas Deen achve © wormung eh offer agence: or carter source 
managemert saves. ™e sta... ort on Page V' slates het © coordination a oer 
agences hey «ork “protect (he re. ~ roes of (he eee 28 TUCD 88 Donets «VT he 
asTert stafing - the NRA ifs hes Deen medequate Vanous Cont ad On port water 
Qquatity praterns ake level Suctusbons af Teve adversely sfected es cat @ 
resovroes of Lawe Roosevel nm he pest and wl mom er bey © he (ture wi ether 
Ahervatve | ao Anermatrve 2 "here 6 ane widife eogs! ‘or ‘he entre WRA a « 
ecequate af of ‘Te water Quality profiens © the NRA Mere s 2 wed ‘or @saurce 
orctesmonets 





The text on page 169 of the draft pian has been revised m the final pian to 
clanfy that those pornons of Lake Roosevelt within the boundarnes of the 

Colville and Spokane Reservabons are sutyect to applicable trrhal laws and 
reguiahons 


We agree that additvonal resources are nceded to address the issues that you 
have identified We have requested additonal funding to support both our 
visitor services and resource management capabilines. Deczssons as to how 
mach we recerve in response to identified needs 1s made through the federal 
budget process. which 1s beyond the scope of this document. 
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We wrll commeme tw cewctve thc ribes our proyect planning process so that 
mmpacts 10 areas such as “ogers Bar are sdenufied and addressed Please also 
see responses A and C above 


(Note Although the comment .cfers wo Kettie Fails. im meetings «ah the 
wnbe. « was clanfied that they meant Keller Ferry and not Kettle Falls) We 
understand from discussions with uvbai staff that the suggeson wes thal our 
headquarters be relocated to Keller Ferry While we recogmuze that Keller 
Ferry :s a mayor center of acturvaty during the summer. « docs not have the 
mfrastructure 10 support our admunrstrative offices “ior could we justrfy that 
from a fiscal standpowt | pon further clanficanon from thai staff ec 
understand the rssuc to be the need wo have more of a presence a K clic: 
Ferry and other high use areas Guring the primary vrsstor scason Wath the 
lamstapons of funding. we are Commufied 10 domg that 
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S 
THE COLVILLE TRIBE 
A The text on page 122 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 
Te: Baker Vaughn | | 
eugene Pr The text on page 123 of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 


—— The text on page 27, boating, of the draft plan has been revised in the final plan. 
Comments made at Feb } meeting wuh the [rte 





5 oO OB 


The text on page 169, appendix F, in the draft plan has been revised in the final 
plan. 


P 122 Cultural resource wmpacts — Discuss that settiement occarred slong the river and that 
burl and sacred sites were up on the benches (now the areas exposed by the drawdown) 


P 123 Would like to see more specific discession of tribal wvolvement in cultural res. mgmt 
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LINCOLN COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


A See summary comment A. 


B The general management pian is not proposing any changes in existing law. 
regulation, or policy with regard to grazing or other agricultural uses on public 
lands (see also summary comment A). Therefore, an analysis of impacts on 
small entities such as ranchers and farmers with regard to these issues is not 
required. 


SH aM ANO!) AQUNO ) 


< 


py 


* 


7. 


COMMENTS RESPONSES 





9S 


: 3 , * = 23 C See summary comment G 
s pp anders nn pin CAP, haa wttescron : ° The text (pages 31-32 in the draft) has been revised in the final plan to 
address situations such as those cited in your letter 
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Pebruary 4, 1999 L R ho 


Mr. Vaughn Beker, Superintendent _— RA 
Bational Park Service 

1008 Crest Drive 

Cowlee Dam, WA 9116-1259 


Deer Mr. Baker: 


Thank you for granting our request to extend the comment period * the 
Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area, Draft General Manages . ian 
(Gar) / Bmvironment "«pect Statesent (fIS). 


——— our review of the proposed management plan, we wish to make 
Our suggestions and questions part of the record. [n short, we feel the 
Draft GMP and EIS must address aultiple uses of Lake Roosevelt and the 


@urrounding area 





On the outeet. we would like to express our tentative support in 
endorsing the concepts of Alternative @1. We feel that the Draft EIS and 
Gup fairly eddressed the concept of community eccess points. However. 
we would prefer seeing 4 sore Getsiled explenation as to how thie 
concept is supported by existing Congressional euthorization We thank 
you and your etaft for taking the time and asking efforts to work with 
the counties to jointly address public access iseves to the recreatioa 
area commonly Knoen «se the “reservoir* 











We also rust express disappointment that the pian 414 no. sadress te 
feasibility of « sore intense use of docks for commercial based 
facilities. How would « emel) deck based concession syetem on the lake 
effect the area? 











were a.80 very n 
diemiesed lawns. agriculture. grazing, resource sanagement and private 
public access to lake as being owteide the scope of the GuP “e 
would like to know sore clearly why cur issues are not required to be 
addressed within the scope of the EIS and GaP. By not addres#ing our 
ieeues, the GHP does not address the i that SPS actions will have 
on farming and ranching operations on lands adjocising Lake Roosevelt, 
and thus the economic impact to the county a8 required under the 





Regulatory Flexibility Act. If the WPS is seeking to eliminate 





STEVENS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
A See summary comments F and G. 


B The draft pian did address this on page 33 under the description of developed 
recreation areas. Some small commercial facilities, such as courtesy docks for 
lakeside access to restaurants, stores, or wineries could be allowed if located 
in areas that did not detract from other recreation uses or interfere with reser- 
vow management. * ' need for additional commercial facilities will be 
addressed when the iakewide Concessions Management Plan is updated. The 
current plan runs through January |, 200! 


C See summary comment A. Also, the general management pian is not propos- 


ing any changes in existing law, regulation. or policy with regard to grazing or 
other agricultural uses on public lands. Therefore. an analysis of impacts on 
small entities such as ranchers and farmers with regard to these issues 1s not 
required. 
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Baker/Page 2 of 2 
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agricu.ture) permits or historic activities within Stevens County. seth 
the county apd its ‘esidents wi.l be adversely impacted 


oe would like to remind you that the crestion of Coulee Der «se ictended 
to benefit the edtecert lands. The ELS clearly confirms it was the goa) 
and purpose of the project to oftein only those lands seceseary *o 
create the reservoir end Dy obftaising only those lands, it was 
determined that thie action would allow the operation of the reservoir 
without adversely impacting adjacent Landowners Please explain why 
thie detersinretion changed? “hat laws heve changed thet would (cad one 
to beliere these origina. goele. wehich are consistent wath the 

of obtaining reeerveit lands under Appendix J. sre so longer velid? 











There seems to be sany issues suppo t : r 
ad-acent lancowners Until recentiy. so dGocuments neve specifically 
addressed or impiied jurisdiction o™ privete lands acquired for * 
project. except for reservation lands All prior aedministretive 
documents and agreements soted in the FS and G® apecifically refer to 
reeervetion lends or the reservoir sree up to the high water wart se 
being the srea of jurisdiction or ares sithin the scope of the protect 
Ever as lete a8 1990. Appendix 8 Lake Roowevelt Cooperative “anegemen 
Agreement iliete the hish water serk as being under the concurrent 
juriediction cf the federal sgencies and goes not identify of sote the 
Land above the high weter serk It seems a6 though the federe!] agencies 
need eome further direction from Congress se .o how ‘©o manege lands 
outside of the ceeervoir aree 








In e@dition to thie reeponee. the Soerd has received « sotion from the 
Stevens County Federal Lands Advisory Comittee FLAC As an adv.sory 
committee to the Board. we slee submit their motion for the record 


Sincerely 


BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ASH [BCTON 





Stevens County Panning 





D The recreation zone. as identified in the !990 “Lake Roosevelt Cooperative 


Management Agre=ment.~ includes the surface of Lake Roosevelt up to cieva- 
von |.290 msi and ail freeboard lands (lands acquired by the federal govern- 
ment for the Coulee Dam project) above |_290 msi outside the boundanes of 
the reservation and reclamation 7>nes (provision [V B) Because of the way 
the lanas were acquired (see page 3! of the draft pian). the boundary line in 
many mstances ts very wreguiar The secretary cf the imtenor has designated 
the National Park Service as the manager of the federai lands withon the recre- 
ation zone and directed that these lands be managed as a unit of the national 
park system (provision [V_D 2) 
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Federal Lands Advisory Committee 
January 21, 1999 


At a regular meeting of the Stevens County Federal Lands Advisory 
Committee, the following motion was introduced and unanimously accepted 
by the committee: 


Mr. Brett Winterowd moved that the Federal Lands Advisory Committee 
support Alternative #1 of the National Park Service Draft Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for Lake Roosevelt. 


However, we are concerned about the Park Service position on grazing, 
agriculture and resource management. We strongly disagree with the 
findings from the Superintendent of the Lake Roosevelt National 
Recreation Area on the matter of grazing and other agricultural uses. 
We believe that the finding "...uses such as grazing and agriculture may 
en be in conflict with the express purposes of a recreation area," is 
unfounded . 


It is because of grazing and agriculture that the recreation area 
maintains visual aesthetics and offers a quality recreational 
experience. If grazing and agriculture are removed from the surrounding 
Lake Roosevelt area, the void will be filled with subdivisions and 
building lots. This will increase conflicts such as boundary issues, 
noise complaints, access to views of the lake, access to the lake, the 
need for further law enforcement, land management planning, erosion, 
pollution and traffic flow problems, to name just a few. 


The assumption that range livestock will exceed water quality standards 
is not supported. Only in confinement situatione (i.e., feed lots) is 
the potential runoff a valid issue, thus, the incidental use by 
livestock would pose no sericus health threat. In fact, any conflict 
involving livestock can be easily handled with a variety of management 
options which are available, such as upland water developments. 


In addition, the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area needs to 
address vegetation management in a responsible way. The potential 
threat of insects, disease, fire, noxious weeds and soil erosion are all 
very real concerns. The Park Service needs to reach out to local 
consultants to find ways to manage the National Recreation Area so it 
can maintain healthy, stable plant communities and soil cover. The 
National Recreation Area Plan does mention fire as a possible tool, 
however, prescribed burning exposes soil-- and exposed soil is at risk 
to the erosion process. With proper timber and grazing management, 
better results.can be obtained. Logging and grazing do not expose the 
soil and will mimic the effect that fire can have with less risk to the 
environment. The Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area needs to 
address these land management issues and take a productive role in good 
land stewardship to insure the safety and enjoyment of this important 
resource. 


Mr. Lloyd McGee seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously. 
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Febuary 12, 1999 
Supermicudent, Baker eC EVE, 
Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 rEB 18 999 
LRS LA, 
In reply to. EIS for the Lake Roosevelt, Draft General Management Pian 


Dear Supermendent Baker, 


I have reviewed the proposed Draft General Mamegemem Pian (GMP/EIS) and wish to 
make the following comments. suggestiuns and questions part of the record. As you know | 
participated in most of the planning mectings for the Stevens County Commissioners. 
During those meetings I as will as the other Coumues were led tw believe thet our issucs 






63," e ] 


being inviend w all of the muctings involving the general direction 











involved. However, ' do appreciate the limited scope or role I was permitied. 
White | tertauvely support and endorse the commminsty accesses conceyxs of alternative fi. 

















MAIUNG ADORESS: 215 $. Ona Smart - Courpoust Anwar 
Cowut, WA 99114 


PHONE: 684-240) 
FAX 684-8506 





STEVENS COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING 


A 


Issues such as private uses of public lands (lawns, agriculture, grazing, private 
access) were identified as being beyond the scope of the General Management 
Plan because they would require legislation to modify the existing authorities 
of the secretary of the interior as delegated to the National Park Service for 
managing the national recreation area. Because the General Management Plan 
is an administrative document that outlines how the National Park Service 
would manage an area within existing laws and regulations, these issues are 
considered to be beyond the scope of the plan. This does not diminish the 
importance of these issues to the people that raised them; it is an acknowledg- 
ment that the National Park Service does not have the authority to approve 
such changes in management or activities without specific authorization from 
Congress. These issues will be identified as having been raised during the 
planning process for consideration by the appropriate decision makers. 


See summary comment B 
See summary comment F. 


The recrea.ion zone, as identified in the 1990 "Lake Rooseveit Cooperative 
Management Agreement," includes the surface of Lake Roosevelt up to eleva- 
tion 1,290 msl and all freeboard lands (lands acquired by the federal govern- 
ment for the Coulee Dam project) above 1,290 msl outside the boundaries of 
the reservation and reclamation zones (provision IV. B). Because of the way 
the lands were acquired (see page 31 of the draft plan), the boundary line in 
many instances is very irregular. The secretary of the interior has designated 
the National Park Service as the manager of the federal lands within the recre- 
ation zone and directed that these lands be managed as a unit of the national 
park system (provision IV.D.2). 
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© Page2 February 12, 1999 





I have yet to fully understand how the current laws or authori..uons of Congress permas 
you to state that our issues noted above are outside of the scope of the EIS requirements. | 
would think the only way you could make such a determimation 6s iff 2.) The Feder! 
Government really did not have legal jurisdiction over the area and dus was oot a kad 

under NEPA on lands above the high water mark Or b.) The land is really ot 
subject to this plan and is just mussed identified m the plan and on the maps. 








T would like to understand more clearly. Why our issues are not required 0 be addressed 
within the scope of this EIS/GMP? What will the muplementation mnpacts of the GMP be or 
the mmpacts of is required actions be on farming and ranching operations and oder 
permitted existing developments? Especially on those lands adjoming Lake Rooseveit and 
thus the economic impact to the County. Docs the Regulatory Flexibility Act require these 
issues to be addressed” 


In short, if the NPS is seeking to climate agricultural permits or historic activines within 
Stevens County both the coumty and is residents will be adversely mupaceed. The EIS/GMP 
does not address or mitigate these Smpacts or potential mnpacss. it's my understanding that 
the agency claiming tead stagus im the EIS process is required to develop the proper findings 
of fact unciuding addressing past findings of fact and dererminsbons fs thus not correct” 








as T can 

authorized to be obtained under the Coulee Dam Act. Lands other than the reservoir lands 
seem to have been authorized by other acts aud approvals of congress. The EIS is not clear 
on Ghis issue. Is this correct? The plan is very clear in stating the creation of Coulee Dam 
was intended t benefit adjcent lands. The EIS clearly confirms & was the goal and 
purpose of the Coulee Dam project t obtam only those lands necessary t create ihe 
reservoir and by obtasming only these lands @ was determaned that this action would allow 
the operation of the reservoir withoul adversely impacting adjacent landowners. Is this 
statement im the plan correct? Where did tis sttemem come from’? ht appears dw! a prior 
finding of fact exit. How come dhis finding, .. Sus as referenced in the EIS is not valid 
today? Wist changed? Did congress make a change? The EIS is cicar that NO changes in 
the management of activities can take place without the specific authorization of congress. 
Is this a true statement im the EIS or not? If so what has changed? | do not believe the State 
of Washington changed is ceded jurisdiction or u's expressly reserved jurisdiction and 
authority over land acquired or to be acquired. 


The pian addresses mamy acts and documents as thuugh they give authority to change. limit 
ox otherwise manage areas above the high wate: murk of the lake. Its not clear but it 
appears the General Authorities Act of 1970 seems w be the main document used 
implement the many park related acts that are used to lima or other wwe address land uses. 
The 1970 Act states on page 170 that “any area of land ard water now or hereafier 
administered by the Secretary of the Inicrior through the National Park Service for ,ark, 
momanem, historic, parkway, recreational, or other purposes” are © part of the park 
system. Is the 1970 Act why we see the Redwood Act, Organic Act and others being used 
as the legal framework & manage the reservoir area? If this is true, I'm really confused, as 











See response A in this letter. 


The General Management Plan is not proposing any changes in existing 
law, regulation, or policy with regard to grazing or other agricultural uses on 
public lands (see also summary comment A). Therefore, an analysis of 
impacts on small entities such as ranchers and farmers with regard to these 
issues is not required. 


See summary comment D. 
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others. The 1990 Act as noted on page 170 states that such areas may only be 
sieninaered in accordance with the provisions of ary ste made specifically applicable t 
that area”. | understand the Washington State statute (appendix j ) is specifically applicable 
to this area and that it is in conflict with this plan's stated muthority and area of applicability? 
It's my understanding that a law is or may be void if i's in conflict with existing general 
legislation. Is this tuc? If ry understandings are correct we may know why the agency 
agreements in both 1946 and as late as 1990 as noe~d m the GMP only addressed lands that 
were owned pnor to the project by the federal government, and the reservou ara up to ihe 


consistem wi its stated facts if the Federal Government does not own or have jurisdicuon 
pe ene ee If duis were true my obyecuons would 
seem to be limited to the maps, which address lands above the high warer mark winch 
would aot be part of the project at all. If this is not a mapping problem, we have some very 
major conflicts as was noted above as well as others in the draft Enviommmena! impact 
Statement and General Management Plan that | dad nc take the ume im thus letter to rue 
which need to be addressed am’ cleaned up 


believe it's the job of the lead agency under the NEPA process to address these 
eae oe tne | would ask that the lead agency request the axi of the 
Unused States Congress for clarification or the necessary authormy to enter imp 4 joint 
agreement wath al) the jurisdictional partes w develop a yout planning agemcy or plan for 
the benefit of all of us. | dunk all of the agencies would like congress to address these 
issues. Who owns the land? Who bas legal authorty? What ss the limit of each authority” 
Where does the authority of cach act snply” | believe, and hope | have addresseo enough 
for you to understand the conflicts | see within thx plan and es appendiacs I know, jointly 
we could solve these issues if congress would permit « 








hugh water mark 
Based on the facts contained in the EIS/GMP the document mu, only be iniermilly 








If you have any questions please call me at (509) 684-2401, Thank You 


Gen athe 


5 ———- 





H Becauc the lands within the national recreation area are federally owned, 


decisons as to how the area will be managed rest with the federal land man- 
agcr subject to applicable federal and state laws. 


The state ceded concurrent jurisdiction to the federal government in March 
1939 through an act passed by the state legislature for all of the lands pur- 
chased or condemned before that date for the construction of the Grand 
Coulee Dam and the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project (see appendix J of the 
draft plan). 


The national recreation area is managed under concurrent jurisdiction. which 
involves many agencies i:. matters of mutual concern, particularly sanitation 
and law enforcement. The applicability of state and local laws to federal lands 
is determined on a case-by-case basis and depends on such factors as whether 
Congress has delegated authority to the states to enact state plans thai are 
based on federal law, as is the case with the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts. 
or whether Congress has directed federal agencies to be consistent with state 
programs such as those developed under the federal Coastal Zone Manage- 
ment Act. As a matter of policy, the National Park Service complies with state 
and local laws as long as they are consistent with federal law. 


The “ational Park Service manages the federal lands within the national 
recreation area pursuant to applicable federal law and direction of the secre- 
tary of the interior. 


Those issues where we believe that the authority for us to act does not exist 
have been identified. It is beyond the purview of this plan to recommend to 
the Congress that they take action to either clarify or modify the existing 
authorities. Such recommendations can only be made by the administration. 
However, the fact that the issue has been raised through the planning process 
could result in action being taken by the appropriate decision makers. 
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19 November 1906 


COMMENTS OW LAKE AOOSEVELT DRAFT EIS 


Sutenm@ed by Caturntaa River Fish Farms 


P. O Box 1238 
Orman. WA 96841 


COLUMBIA RIVER FISH FARMS 


A The management of the fishery on Lake Roosevelt is a very complex issue 
that goes far beyond the scope of this plan. Fisheries on the Columbia River 
System, of which Lake Roosevelt is a very small part, have national and inter- 
national ramifications. Any final resolution of their management w:'! require 
the participation of many federal, state, tribal, and foreign governmental enti- 
ties. The scope of this plan addresses only the areas contained within the NRA 
boundary. Please see “Issues beyond the Scope of This Management Plan” on 
page 15 of the draft and the subsection on “Fishery Management” on page 18 
of the draft for additional discussion. 


B_ The National Park Service is very interested in water que ity issues. However. 








vecestuna conénues 
—_— ae to dactne wi changes in the management 


the resolution of questions of this type is beyond the scope of this plan. The 
resolution of this problem would involve nrocesses similar to those needed to 
address fisheries concerns. Please see response to comment A above. Drs- 
solved gases have long been identified as a problem on the Columbia River, 








and many other agencies are trying to develop solutions to this very vexing 
problem. 











Alinough high levate of ~_.scived during the munall tolowang 
large ance pach, St aches! couses of high pu lovet are man matetand 
therefore can be scived by man Whst pert of ffus scition wi the NPS 
play? WE atemative | dlow the NPS to play an active mie in the 








These questions need to be addressed f the draft EIS « to be conskieres 
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Grand Coulee, WA 99133 








Lake was created for flood control, develapment of agncultural 
interests, and igr bydro-clectric power. ht was not until afier WW II did 
Tecreanion become a use for Lake Roosewelt. The members of the Grand 
Couwe Grange want to see the agncultural interests along the shores 
contmnax *0 When the Cohumbm Basi Project was started the 
government promuses to the farmers that came to settle this area that 
govermm. sat encouraged the estabi:shing of the farms and ranches by 
providing wrter and allowing the use of the proyect lands for agncultural 
actrvipes. The management pian states 1 does not heve the authority to 
was created was for agncultural producnon The Natonal Park Service 
must remember that Lake Rooseveii is part of the Columina Basm Project 


As farmers and ranchers, ow grange members fee! the government has act 
honored 1 sse8 to the agricultural producers under the Reclamation Act 
and the 1a Base Project Act The permanent setthement of farm 

farmibes as stated in the Columba Bas Project Act should be honored by 
al] government agencies and farm famubes should act be forced out of 

busiaess by the actons of NPS for recreanon. If the government hosors the 
treahes with tbe Natve Amencans then # should also honor the promuses 
made the Amerncan cstrzens that came west to settle the farms and ram hes 


Farming and ranching is custom and cultural hfestyle of thes area and should 
be preserved jusi as much as the Natve Amencan wradrvonal custom and 

cultural iifestyie Your maaagement plan does not adequatety address the 

custom and cultural traditions of the non Native Amencan resents We are 
the hard working TAX PAYING catuzens which provide the funds for the 

NPS to manage the LRNRA aad we feel ou custom and cultural actrvihes 
shold be respected just as much as the Natve Amencan custom and 

; eceivitd 


The members wish to be recorded as opposing the elummnaton of the 
tculurel extivities within the Lake 8 hb Netional R <a 








LO fee 


[Vole & rend) Cole Gm 





GRAND COULEE GRANGE 
A See summary comment A. 
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not af ow concerns are eddressed © fs plan and Tal provenons for addlions. 
changes. ed Todiicafions must be Made @ part of the fine! pian a3 "© one 6 abe 
accurately predict he fare use arc Gevelop “ert “eeds of fs age wen 
fee m need of further eddresang ef be Gscussed ate - fs ete 









We concur wi you pasion that the Sposane Arm is @ maxmnum carryng 




















por a eeu? orgeruzaior § he ongorsg mefte of access ed 
ssp mncntineameeean You Neve areased he 
7eed (0g '4) and Neve suggested es @ sokdon tre Communty Access concept 








LAKE ROSEVELT PROPERTY OWNER’S ASSOCIATION 
A Porcupine Bay, which is the major development entirely on the Spokane Arm, 


would le evaluated to determine if it can be redesigned or managed different- 
iy to make it operate more efficiently and to reduce environmental impacts. 
The capacity would not be increased. The proposal does provide provisions 
for new facilities, where needed and appropriate, elsewhere on the lake to 

staffing ts needed to better manage existing and new facilities. However, 

staffing levels are subject to available funding. 

Please see the first paragraph of community access on pages 28 and 29 of the 
draft plan. Four models for funding community access points are proposed: 
coramumnity funding, county funding. NPS funding, or a combination of the 
three. There are precedents for this at’ Hanson Harbor which was funded by 
the National Park Service. at Lincoin Mill which was a joint project between 
the National Park Se- .. “imcoin County, and at Rantz Marine Park. 

which is cntirelyc: numi, . ded. The scale of these developments could 
also vary a grcat <». which would impact the costs. The development at Lin- 
coin Mill, which u» . ‘=" > 'erye paved parking lot, paved launch ramp, cour- 
tesy docks, and a rest .u, cost less than $500,000. The community's invest- 
ment at Rantz Marine Park is significantly less than that. 





G/ 
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Baker letter cont. 





Secondly, the need for such facilities is on the Spokane Arm which by your own 
admission is already at capacity. Our concept of a Community Access is strictly 
shoreline based. in other words, agree to allowing moorage facilities and docks under 
some arrangement which could serve the boater in need of rescue or assistance due 
to injury, weather, or breakdown. In the absence of regular NPS boat patrolling, this 
community service can be most helpful. Your proposal looks good on paper and 
perhaps fulfills your obligation to satisfy a request of private property owners, but 
honestly falls very short of being a reasonable solution. 








i, he subjective interpretation on the part of the Park Service as 
Permits. it appears to be a on 
to what users will benefit from the continuation of the Special Use Permit policy. 
Cabins at Sherman Creek and Rickey Point, certain campgrounds, and water 
withdrawal seem io be assured of continuation under the new plan, but docks, paths, 
and lawns do not enjoy the same consideration. By what authority does the Park 
Service have to selectively make this determination? We respectfully request a written 
reply to this question with reference to existing law. 











The grazing matter is in our opinion new 
grazing will be disallowed. Yet by the creation of Coulee Dam, one of the basic 














watering creates a significant economic impact on them. This matter needs 
further attention and an acceptable . 
Lastly, you have identified on 


management activities) and excepted them from the plan. These are very real 
problems which need to be addressed. We would be most interested in knowing 
when and how you intend to invoive the Park Service in these important matters. 














We ask that you give careful consideration to our suggestions and concerns. 
We are cognizant of the fact you will receive considerabie input from individuals and 
groups who may disagree in part with our views. However, it is our contention that 
good management policy should be based upon the needs of the continual users of 
the area and not based upon the ideals of those who never come within 1,000 miles of 
the Lake, but endeavor to influence management policy based upon their 
philosophical feelings. 





Lake Roosevelt Property Owners Asso. 
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Although what is allowed as a special use permit and what is not allowed may 
appear to be subjective on the surface, it is not. The laws and regulations that 
govern this topic are complex and they have evolved over the period of time 
that the National Park Service has managed the national recreation area. This 
change, over time, adds to the confusion, because some of the uses mentioned 
were legitimate when first permitted, but subsequent legislation has disal- 
lowed them. Also, adding to the confusion, some uses that are allowed in 
some units of the park system are not allowed in others. Please refer to 
"Appendix G: Overview of NPS Authorities" in the draft plan for a more 
detailed discussion, or the 1990 Special Use Permit Management Pian, which 
references most of the applicable laws and regulations. 


See summary comment A. 


The purpose of a general management plan is to provide guidance and direc- 
tion for the National Park Service decision makers. It is more of a policy doc- 
ument than a detailed implementation plan. The general management plan 
provides a general framework for making detailed decisions at a later date. 
This provides the flexibility that managers need to respond to changing condi- 
tions over the life of the plan while keeping their focus on the "big picture” 
issues identified. The specific issues identified will be addressed at the appro- 
priate time by: detailed implementation plans, resource management plans, 
various operational plans, facility management plans, etc. The exact timing 
and the nature of the detailed plans will be a function of available funding, 
staffing, and management priorities, as well as direction from the general 
management plan. 


bd 
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National Parks 


Uman | luse “err 
Lr vanes 
Vaughn Baker 

Supenntendeat 

Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 

1008 Crest Drive 


Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 


RE: LAKE ROOSEVELT NATIONAL RECREATION AREA GENERAL MANAGEMENT 
PLAN / ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Dear Mr. Baker: 


The National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) is pleased to respond with comments 
to the above referenced document As you know, NPCA is the only private non-profit citizen 
Orgamization dedicated solely to protecting, preserving, and enhancing the U S. National Park 
System. We have nearty 400,000 members nationwide, including more than 70,000 in California. 


Congratulations on completing the Draft General Management Pian (GMP) and Environmental 
Impect Statement (EIS) for the park. Given the complexities of joint management and 
administration for Lake Roosevelt, this task has been no small undertaking. We are especially 
pleased with the plan's attention to national park values and mandates. NPCA supports the 
Proposed action as qualified by the following comments. 





FRC ae i is CPT GN SG RTS VON RTS 


grow, park managers are required to mnplement enforceabie limits on the number of visitors, 
boats, and facilities within the park. The visitor management system must be besed on this 
systematic analyss. We do not agree with the statement that sensitive resources in the park are 
“primarily cultural resources.” Given the level of visitation, undisturbed coastline should also be 
considered sensitive. Undisturbed coastline will necessarily be impacted as the number of boats 





and visitors increase and must be afforded protection. 








Ss 


Pacific Regional Office National Office 
P.O. Box 1289, Oakland, CA 91604 1776 Mass. Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 
Tel: (510) 839-9922 © Pax: (510) 839-9926 Tel: (202) 223-6722 © Fax: (202) 659-0650 


BrianNPCA@acl.com ¢ hntp.//www.npca.om 





NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


A_ There is little truly “undisturbed coastline” within the national recreation area, 
but there is a lot of undeveloped shoreline. Although it may have been modi- 
fied extensively in the past by logging, grazing, or agriculture, today the unde- 
veloped shoreline appears very natural and is one of the major factors that 
provide the natural character and beauty that many visitors seek. The preser- 
vation of this scenic resource is one of the primary purposes of the national 
recreation area. Please see page 11 of the draft plan. The scenery is a sensitive 
resource, and the text on page 26 of the draft plan has been revised to reflect 
that in the final plan. Under either alternative proposed, a high percentage of 
the shoreline would remain undeveloped to maintain the existing character as 
much as possible. 


One thing to remember is that the National Park Service manages a relatively 
narrow band of land around the lake. Most of the viewshed is in either tribal 
or private ownership. 
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We are also concerned with the strategy of mmproving developments at Hunters, Keller Ferry, and 
Crescem Bay as a means to draw visitors away from more densely used areas. Without prior 
carrying capacity studies at these sites, the park could risk facing crowding problems around all 
28 visitation increases. We are not suggesting that the mprovements are not 
warrameed, only that amy improvements must be founded on appropriate carrying capacity and 
- omit 


Finally, NPCA agrees with the GMP statement that any new development would not be 
considered before completing a carrying capacity analysis. Howeve:, the pian should articulate 
how the carrying capacity limits will be determined. The factors must include not only 
perceptions of crowding, but also indicators such as potential for visitor conflict, the costs 
involved with development, impacts to natural resources, and constraints on NPS administration. 





— 





NPCA is gravely concerned over the park's lack of foresight in its management of personal water 
craft (PWCs). PWCs represent one of the greatest threats to public waterways, particularly those 
managed by the National Park Service. In addition to the obvious impacts of noise, visitor 
conflict, and safety, PWCs are massively destructive to the environment. Inefficient two stroke 
engines dump considerable amounts into the water and studies show that PWCs 
stress wildlife to a degree far beyond that of conventional boats. We appreciate that Lake 
Roosevelt is excluded from the federal rule prohibiting PWC use in astional park units, but this 
does not limit the need to manage these thrill craft. This is one of the fastest growing forms of 
the current impacts from PWCs and implement appropriate restrictions to ameliorate these 
impacts anJ prevent those associated with increased use. 











pen a Sa lalecenendedleiedianedimeaseihennta 

analysis with reepect to the design of visitor facilities in the Arm. However, this analysis must not 
be limited to an evaluation of whether the redesign could improve efficiency Resource protection 
mandates require this analysis tc also evaluate whether these facilities should be reduced in scale 
as a means to reduce crowding. in addition, steps should be taken to evaluate what impacts 
would be inherent to other sites on the lake as visitors, who are no longer able to acess the 
Spokane Arm, sock out other access points. 
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recommends a considerable level of development, yet provides little in the way of a justification 
for this action As such, we are not convinced that the development is warranted, let alone 
appropriate, for the site Moreover, the proposal does not adhere to NEPA guidelines which 
require a aeceds assessment, the inclusion of a full range of alternatives that meet those needs, and 
a complete environmental analysis of esch ahernative. Finally, as mentioned above, there s no 
carrying capacity analysis to support this development proposal. As written, the GMP can only 
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We agree with this comment. Additional comprehensive studies, plans, and 
public revie” will be completed to evaluate potential impacts before any new 
improveme. ‘. are implemented. Carrying capacity will be an integral compo- 
nent of this process. However, carrying capacity is a very subjective topic and 
is a function of both impacis on the environment and the perceived quality of 
visitors’ experiences. Determination of carrying capacity would be based upon 
a detailed evaluation of site conditions, experience of NPS staff, and consulta- 
tion with other managing partners and the public. 


The plan does recognize personal watercraft and the potential negative impact 
that they could have. Please see the section on boating on pages 14 and 15 of 
the draft plan. The proposal does seek to provide a broader range of boating 
experiences by the establishment of passive waters management areas to con- 
trol the manner of operation and types of crafts. The proposal directs manage- 
ment to closely monitor all types of boating, including personal watercraft, 
and to develop new controls if warranted. Again, this is a very subjective 
issue. There was a lot of discussion, pro and con, on the topic. Another factor 
is the multijurisdiction of the reservoir surface. Both tribes would need to 
agree to any new controls to avoid creating an enforcement nightmare. 


Text on page 27 of the draft plan was revised in the final plan in alternative | 
to respond to this comment. 


Please see the section on Kettle Falls under "Issues and Concerns” on page 15 
of the draft plan. Several valid reasons are given that justify this part of the 
proposal. There are significant problems with the operation of the Kettle Falls 
marina that need to be corrected to address saiety, operational, and visitor use 
issues. This is a proposed expansion of an existing facility, not the construc- 
tion of a new facility. 


We agree with the need to perform additional detailed studies and analyses. 
The level of analysis done in this document was only that necessary to verify 
that the proposal was feasible at this location. A complete site-specific analy- 
sis would be done before any site work begins. 
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F Carrying capacity would be evaluated as part of any community access pro- 
posal. The text on page 30 of the draft pian have been revised in the final 














plan. 
— , ane ae = Also, please see the first paragraph of community access on pages 28 and 29 
of the draft. Four models for funding community access points are proposed: 
The park has come 1 to way in developing the concept of community access powts The GMP community funding, county funding, NPS funding, or a combination of the 
ee a er three. There are precedents for this at: Hanson Harbor which was funded by 
of both comaunsnes general is concerned, however, , . . are -_ : 
pam a me ee ee ee es eli Firs, 1s order to approve 8 the National Park Service, at Lincoin Mill which was a joint project between 
F a ny ee ae ered the National Park Service and Lincoln County, and at Rantz Marine Park, 
area served Proposed access pou: projected use quaaed Gs cagamty which is entirely community funded. The scale of these developments could 
yee eS ear a a Pani, community eon points chu bo Basted also vary a great deal which would impact the costs. The development at Lin- 
ote hit Gen Grdotentipatetaiy tam cumayeate put coln Mill, which included a large paved parking lot, paved launch ramp, cour- 
wen ey ee + tesy docks, and a restroom, cost less than $500,000. The community's invest- 
compatible with the protection of park resources at and adjacent to the ste meni at Rantz Marine Park is significantly less than that. 
is Opportunity to comment GMPYEIS for Lake Roosevelt 
a a a ear ey fr er vara “8 Also see summary comments E and G 
planning effort 
Sancerely, 
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Save OUr Shoreline 

Jack Tenter President 
12/20/9¢ 2225 Pine 

Davenport Wa. 99) 22 


Lat? Roosevelt GMP Planning Teas 
Denver Service Center Culver DSC/RP 
12795 W. Alameda Park Way 

P.O. Box 25281 

Denver Colo. 80225/9901 


RE: Comments on Lake Roorevelt Oraft GMP 
Dear Sirs: 


We would like to present comments on the reason this new 
GMP was browght out and the way it was conceived, as well as 
the plan itself. 


We feel that this entire project was browght on by a 
small minority group that has, through congressional wor«, 
presented themselves as “the local people of the area”. This 
group which is called the Lake Roosevelt Property Owners Assoc 
is made up of land developers and a few of the people owning 
property adjacent to the shoreline. It just happens. st least 
in Lincoln County, that the chief spokesmen for this sinority 
group ace the County Commissioners. One of which. Mr. Ted 
Hoptins. recently stood up in a public meeting and bragged that 
he hed put the run on previous NPS Superintendent Gerald Tays. 
because he wouldn't work with hig on softening the private use 
of the lake shoreline and unégergining the 1990 Special use 
management Plan. They have worked diligently. using their 
political influence to oring the necessery pressure on the 
Park Dept. to cevisit this plen. 


Our Citizens group (S.0.3.) worked very hard wit wr. 

Gary Kiuper then Superintendent of the N.P.S. in this rejzion. 
through the exhaustive public meeting process, to formulate 
the 1990 Special use management plan. We attended ali meet- 
ings and had a voice in Dduilding the Graft of that plan. We 
wrote many letters to our legislaters, many editorials in ail 
of the local newspepers and invited a11 the local citizens to 
participate and become informed. 


When we heard that the Property owners assoc. had manajed 
to get that plan revisited we were very disappointed and 
immediately cequested audience with Slade Gorton. George Net er- 
cutt and Patty Murray. to present our side of the issue. Patty 
Murray ceceived us, but Slade Gorton and George Nethercutt 
Refused. 








When the Draft was put together, we the citizens, (the 
real local people) were not invited to participate. Superin- 
tendent Saker cid meet with us and we were able to convey our 
thoughts to hig. Including our desire to be incluced in the 
meetings to formulate any management plan changes, but he chose 
to ignore us. , , 


He later told use that the citizens haé@ had reoresentation 








SAVE OUR SHORLINE 
A See summary comment B. 
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Page 2? 


through osc county commissioners who had been in attendance. 
Those same commissioners who sre representing the private 
interest group (the Prop. Owners Assoc.) and hed caused this 
whole Gebiite. They were in fact our edverseries. paid lobby- 
ists for ihe Prop. Owners Assoc. Their position would cause 
the withérawal of public property from the public domain for 
the benefit of themselves and other edjacent srop. owners. 








This left us in the avtward position of trying to defend 
our position efter the fact. After we hed worm the debate in 
1990 against the same people. on the seme iseue. we were sot 
slilowed to participate. 


Tt should be epparent to any cone using common sense that 
the “locel people” showlé be s11 of us that live in the five 
counties tordering the lake. incle¢ing sii of us who live on 
the lake. We and our families use the late for ail forms of 
recrestion #11 year long. These public shorelines are iapor- 
tent to ws and we Go not want to see comtrol giver to s orivete 
interest group. We want the adjecent property owners to *eep 
sil of their encroachments off. We feel that if we sive ther 
@ foot hold such as community soorege facilities. it will 
encourage future privatization as the lake develops. 


They went to Congress claising the seed for gore local 
control. We the citizen feel just the opsosite. We the 
citizens recognise the need of federal comtrol to protect vs 
from local infivential political and crivate interest groups. 


As we cwad the Draft GHP it first struck us that the sev. 
Alternetive @ 1 wee highly touted ss # oro active plan while 
the ol¢@ Alternative @2 plan was called reactive, and wes held 
in lees regerd. when in fact the only significant difference 
between them ere the concessions provided to private users 
an¢ locel éevelopers. 


We citizens agree in part with some of these concessions. 
We believe that edditional public access points should be 
sliowed at some of these ¢eveloppents in the form of public 
launch reeps with one service dock and edequate public parkins 
This additional sccess would be convenient aiso to adiaecent 
areas of the counties and would Yelp ¢isperse the crowding now 
experienceé in some areas. The idea that these communiticse 
should be silowed @oorage facilities is wrong and nothing sore 
then privatigation and in direct conflict with concessionaire 
operated marinas. Seven Gays Marina soorege facilities heve 
been undersubecribed for the past two years. 


Many of ovr &.0.5. members live on the lete at Seven days 
and Deer sesdovs, and we put our boats in and out of the late 
every Gay. reslizing that community soorege would be contrary 
to the public good. We would refer you to paragraph | pase 
4 end 211 of pege 6 of the 1990 special Part Use Manepeeent 
pien. Please re-faemiliarize yourself with these articles an¢é 


see if you Gonrt agree thet they would Detter serve the public 
interest in this getter in the futere. 
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We feel that the 1990 Special Use Nenaegement Plen is 
well Cefineé well presented and very pro active. If properiy 
enforced, it will protect these public lenés from privat- 

i) Zat.on. 

















You infer on pages 15-46 that Alteraative © 7 WOUle wer) 


be able to properly eééress the protiess of the iste. For 
exemple on pets 44 ender community eccess you state thet no 
under 


Alternative @ 2. That is totelly false. we Sere on the late 
heve seen the ebility of the #.7.5. to work with communities 
ané counties in the recent pest te install sew launch renps 
at both Lincoln end Ganson Harbor. Why would you put « false 
etetement like that in thie oreft? 








We feel that any end 211 the laprovesents seggested uncer 
Alternative @ | would be just as litely to heppes uncer Alter- 
native # 2. 

















Tow state that the « ry 
the same for both Alternatives and on paragraph 4 pege 2? 
you state that sew facilities would depend on eveiiebility 
of fends. so bow is it sore litely to have these i=aprovesents 
with @1 than 82 Alternetive. 





In @eecribing the plan for « sew fettie Fails 
state that the project would be funded by the concessionsire. 
Tf eo how ie it that the 8.°.S. could not proceed under Aiter- 
oetiwe @ 27 





Those of os who have lived on the lete for years. *eve 
watched the 8.7.5. do & fine job of meeting the challenges of 
the lete es they srosee and wniess the current superintendent 
ie ime@equate or serely pet here to “find common ground* 
(quoting hia) with the property owners sescoc.,. we would sot 
expect this te change. 








On page *1. under ainor boundary adjusteents. ve Coole) 


foresee the poesibility of boundary probless,. Set we feel eny 
euch treneections should heve public revies in@ peblic suction. 
Actesiiy. we fing this article highiy suepect. Given the contert 
of the reset of Alternetive #8! we feel it would open the door 















for public iané sbduses. 





After through stedy of thie Graft it seems to us thet the 
only reelietic ¢ifference between @1 and @2 Alternative are 
the concessions being sede to the Gevelopers end other sembers 
of the Leake BPoosevelt Property Assoc. through the erticiesc-of 
commenity access pege 28- 30 and Minor Soundary e¢)ustaents 


peges }1-32. 

Since ve Go not feel that those articies ere in the best 
interest of the public. we the citizens of the local Counties 
(the Real locel people). would Seve to ast you toe eccept oniy 
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Congress provided specific direction in the form of Committee Report lan- 
guage with regard to revisiting the community dock issue and the considera- 
tion of other alternatives for providing greater public access to Lake Roosevelt 
in the development of the management plan. See also summary comment F 
You are correci that the National Park Service has been able to provide addi- 
tional access at Hanson Harbor and Lincoln. In the case of Hanson Harbor. the 


In alternative |. communities would be allowed to fund and construct new 
developments. This has not happened in the past. 


You are correct that the National Park Service could have proceeded 
proposal for th~ Kettle Falls marina without updating the General Manage. 
ment Plan. However, it was determined that an environmental impact state- 
ment was needed on that proposal so it was decided to fold that in with a new 
general management pian 


As stated on page 32 of the draft pian. public review would be one of several 
requirements & ~t would be involved before a minor boundary adjustment 
could be approved. The text in the final plan has been clarified as to circum- 
“tances under which these adjustments would be considered. Disposal or 
exchange of public lands would be done pursuant to applicable laws and regu- 
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Page 4 


Alternative @ 2. 


During the 1990 era the N.P.S. identified many different 
types of private encroachments on public land all up and down 
Lake Roosevelt and its tributaries. Many of those encroach- 
ments have not been removed as of this date. We feel that 
this has gone on fortoolong. Sefore N.P.S. spends addit- 
ional funds on new projects, we would like to see this old 
Slate cleaned up. This would certainly be within alternative 
#2. Why make a management plan if it is not going to be 
enforced. 





2225 Pine ST. 
Davenport, Wa. 99122 





eZ 
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4 


Superintendent 

Lake Roosevett Nations! Recreation Ares a ee . 
1008 Crest Drive tee Er 
Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 ° 


Dear Superintendent: 


We have completed our review of the Draft General Manager ent Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation (rea 


We concer with the need to update the General Management Plan (GMP) for the Nationa! 
Recreation Ares (NRA). We also concur with the purpose statements, significance 
statements, imterpretuve themes, aad the identified desired futures. We agree that the 
range of alternatives is adequate and support the selection of the proposed action, 
Alternative |. 


However, we have the following concerns and recommendations for improvements: 


A. The Plan Foundations (purpose, significance, interpretation, and desired futures) 
Clearty recognize the importance of the role of the area's natural resources. This is 
demonstrated in the following staternents: 


"Natural, culvural, and scenic resources of the NRA are protected and preserved to 
ensure that the imegrity of the environment is not compromised sad the quality of the 
visor experience is enhanced." (Resource Managemen, pg. |3) 


“Gain en apprecietion for the importance that the recreation ares's natural and 
cultaral resources have in their quality of life.” (Desired Visitor Experience #1, pg. 13) 


“Understand the reasons for protection and managing the recreation area's natura! 
and cultural resources for future generations.” (Desired Visitor Experience #3, pg. 13) 


Although the importance of the natural resources was recognized, the need for and 
importance of netural resource management was not identified as an issue. This may be s 
result of past management activity or it may be a result of the public's lack of 
understanding of the current and future conditions which will require an aggressive, pro- 
active management strategy to develop and maintain a healthy vegetative condition within 
the NRA. 





RESPONSES 


VAAGEN BROS. LUMBER 
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The National Park Service (NPS) recognized the problem of vegetative health in the 
Affected Envi ee 


"Forest insect and disease infestauons are a continuing problem in the Pooderosa 
Pine forests of Lake Roosevelt.” (pg. 83) 


“The invasion of noxious vegetation continues to be a scrious problem because 
control efforts have been limited...” (pg. 84) 


“Control of pests and invasive nonnative plants would help maintain 
heterogeneous landscapes with diverse habitats. 


Invasive nonnative plants are considered one of the most serious threats to biotic 
communities in the NRA. Nonnative plants have caused the loss of native vegetative 
cover and substantially reduced the amount of forage available to wildlife. Because 
elimination and control of problem plants would remain very difficult, and funding for 
control is often limited, they would continue to cause major long-term adverse impacts.” 
(pg. 118) 


Unfortunately, the NPS seems to downpisy the significance of this problem (issue) and 
deals with it by making statements such as: “the NPS manages vegetation to contro! forest 
pests and noxious weeds, redu: . safety hazards, and mair ‘sin historic landscapes", "NRA 
staff annwally carry out measures to contro! forest pests", and “NRA stafT also conduct 


“NPS would also continue to manage vegetation to control forest pests and 
noxious weeds, reduce safety hazards, and maintain historic landscapes.” (pg. | | 8) 


“Management fires to reduce forest pests and fue! hazards and improve forest 
habitat conditions would cause moderate temporary decreases in air quality." (pg. 112) 


“Existing vegetation management programs, such as those to improve forest 
health and to contro! noxious weed would continue." (pg. 30) 








These statements would lead the reviewer to believe that “current” management is 
adequate. However, even though the current program(s) are :t defined and therefore not 
understood, we do not believe that these actions are adequate t. deal with the current nor 
the future natural resource problems, especially the vegetative hea'th issues. Nor do we 
agree that noxious weed control, hazard tree removal, or actions nex sssary to 
obtain/mauntain healthy forests are “day-to-day” operational issues and therefore do not 
need to be addressed in this plan. 


The concept of the proposed action, Alternative |, is “to manage the NRA for the same 
ya ee ele 
the quality of the experience and 

(emphasis added) henisieal, oaublb canes Getltaubaenain ts 
importance of the vegetative health tssuc and strengthen the discussion during the 
development of the final GMP/Eavironmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake 











A Please see " Purpose of Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area” on page 11 


of the draft management plan. The preservation, conservation, and protection 
of natural, cultural, and scenic resources is stated as one of the three primary 
purposes of the national recreation area. Please also see the "Resource Man- 
agement” section of the preferred alternative on page 30 of the draft plan. That 
section explains the National Park Service's position on resource management 
at Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area. To elaborate on this, the National 
Park Service generally does not manage resources for the production of com- 
modities. Resource management is directed towards the specific purpose or 
purposes of the individual unit, which can vary widely from unit to unit across 
the national park system. The intensity of this management also varies and 
frequently is a function of funding and staffing levels, which often are beyond 
the control of local management. The National Park Service has been actively 
managing for forest health and control of invasive species within the national 
recreation area for several years. 


Please see the "Introduction" section beginning on page 3 of the draft plan. A 
general management plan only sets a framework and provides direction for 
managers and decision makers. It does not provide a detailed operating plan. 
These types of plans, if needed, will be developed at a later time and will 
respond to the overall direction provided in the general management plan. 


BEST COPY AVAILABLE - 





Sassauisng pup suoijozuv3i—) 








ee: 














9L 


COM MENTS 


RESPONSES 





Roosevelt NRA. The final GMP/EIS should include aggressive, pro-active short range 
and long range strategies uecessary to manage the terrestrial and aquatic Boxiows weed 
problems and to obtan/maman healthy forests. Strategees showld mchude proyectons of 
staffing and funding levels needed to accomplish the meant of the Pian Foundanon 
Stasements. 





B. The identificanon of Management Ares (MA) in the proposed sctuuon is a major 
change. Although we concur with thus change, we are concerned with sue of the 
termmology used and possible future problems of interpretsboa dunng implementshon. 
B For example, NPS restnctions on bunting are Currently related to ther proximity to 
developed areas. Are these restrictions going to apply to the future Developed Recreston 
MA or only to the Concentrated Recreation M *.? [f the resirichons are interpretanon to 
apply to the mapped Developed Recreston MA, it would constitute s mayor change from 
current management and we would strongly obyect! 











Cc understanding. It would appear thet Alternative | is only governed by Sute reguistions 
whereas Ahernative 2 is governed by Stses regulations plus NPS restnchons. in other 
areas of the document, Alternative 2 is shown to be the same as Alternative |. We are 
unclear oa what and where future restnctions will apply uader the prapcesd acon. 





In our opsnion, the bunting and fishing discussion needs to be clarified for beer public = 








We recommend that the State regulations control and that the NPS restnctions be dropped 
or if they are necessary, that they only apply to the future Concentrated Recreason MA. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We will be looking forward to reviewing the 
final GMP. 


Sincerely, 
VAAGEN BROS. LUMBER, INC. 


Mbt Ay 


HUBERT B. SAGER 
V. PRESIDENT, RESOURCES 





B_ No changes are anticipated in the way hunting is managed by the National 


will continue to be enforced based on proximity to actual developed areas, not 
on management area designations. 

The national recreation area is managed under concurrent jurisdiction, which 
means that both federal and state laws apply. In the case of hunting and fish- 
ing regulations, state law generally applies. 

Because the lands within the national recreation area are federally owned, 
decisions as to how the area will be managed rest with the federal land man- 
ager subject to applicable federal and state laws. 


The state ceded concurrent jurisdiction to the federal government in March 
1939 through an act passed by the state legislature for all of the lands pur- 
chased or condemned before that date for the construction of the Grand 
Coulee Dam and the Columbia Basin Irrigation Project (see appendiy J of the 
draft plan). 

The national recreation area is managed under concurrent jurisdiction, which 
involves many agencies in matters of mutual concern, particularly sanitation 
and law enforcement. The applicability of state and local laws to federal lands 
is determined on a case-\yy-case basis and depends on such factors as whether 
Congress has delegated authority to the states to enact state plans that are 
based on federal law, as is the case with the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts, 
or whether Congress has directed federal agencies to be consistent with state 
programs such as those developed under the federal Coastal Zone Manage- 
ment Act. As a matter of policy, the National Park Service complies with state 
and local laws as long as they are consistent with federal law. 


Tribal laws and regulations apply to the portions of Lake Roosevelt that fall 
within the boundaries of the Colville and Spokane Reservations. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
INDIVIDUALS 
4 te WAS fecltiad ~ A Please see the first paragraph of community access on pages 28 and 29 of the 
— daw - grt HkanyAE draft. Four models for funding community access points are proposed: com- 
adieu ; — are yey eto ee deena 
| Lent Comey are was 
A Aha ero Service: Lincoln Mill was a joint project between the National Park Service 
C dag f meweneght) we <heEny —_ and Lincoln County; and at Rantz Marine Park, was entirely community fund- 
hagrexst creme, Ve eery * ed. The scale of these developments could also vary a great deal, which would 
Loge Aodle 1a obo impact the costs. The development at Lincoln Mill, which included a large 
ra . i ma paved parking lot, paved launch ramp, courtesy docks, and a restroom, cost 
a oa anode less than $500,000. The community's investment at Rantz Marine Park is sig- 
tot abe. . 7 nificantly less than that. 
> yy 
Z Cyrene erly fir- 
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National Perk Service , ~ 4 oP? 'h 
Lake Roosevelt Nationa! Recreation Aves , oe 


Coulee Dam, WA 99116-1259 


Dee: Supenntendent Beker 


Thank you for your etter of December 18th, expisining the draft of the NRA. 
Management Pian. 


There are a number of items reiated to my request for an easement thet are not 
sddressed m thes new proposal. | would, therefore, appreciste heaving you examine 
these with the hope of erther inctuding some of the mformation es criteria in your 
mano: boundary edjustment sector -f the dGreft o perhaps offer me some other 
reasonable suggestions which wouk eneble me to cise: whet is presently a clouded 
tithe to my property. 


This cabin wes built in 1966 et its present location. | have been told N.P.S. rangers 
vesited this site before. during and following it construction. purchased thus 
property in 1961. Sometime ister, s 8.0 A. survey crew came into Sunset Point, 
resurveyed the boundary crossing the fromt of the su existing cabins. and | earned 
at thet time the northwest corner of our cabin and deck extended epproximetety | 4 
‘eet beyond the 8.O.R boundary Each succeeding ranger thet visited the eree after 
thet time appeered to be ewere of this problem, but did not seem particularly 
concerned nor di they ever suggest to me that @ permit wes required or could be 
epphed for When questioned sbout the boundary, | shways pomted out the metal 
stake marker on the west side of the cabwn. 


After the flood im March of 1989, which destroyed the eccess road we had used for 
several years, and the rebuilding of the new access. we began to ncreesingh notice 
more rangers in ow area. The continwed over the next couple of years during winch 
trne we would see Ranger Tom Teeford by hunself, but usually with one or two and 
occasionally 88 many as three others either accompanying or meeting him. We 
observed them meesunng, marking, mapping enc photographing. Ths continued 
intermittenth for sever>l months, and Ranger Tesford eventually informed u. the Part 
Service hed been compiling 2 portfolio of encroachments thet existed at Sunset Pomt. 


1 
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Ounng this period of time an annual check wes sent to renew our dock perma The 
ongunsi dock permit hed been consolidsted with s water pump permit whuch was 
canceled m 1976, following the drilling of s new wel on what was. at thet time, the 


parties carried out the terms of this agreement 


iter 18 of the above mentioned letter states, “The Nations! Part Service recogmzes 
thet 8 corner of the Booth cabin end patio is located on public land without 
authorization Given the permanency of this structure and the hardship thet would 
be pieced upon Mr Booth to remove thus property from public land. no action wil be 
required on thes ‘tern at thes me Should the caben undergo future rehabilitation or 
construction, it would be in the best interest of the caten owner to moddy (remove) 
the sutject corner © Once agein. | interpreted thus decision to be of mited concern 
to the Park Service and was epprecistive of Mr Cook's determination. 


| believe | fully meet the qualifications as icted m the mmor boundary adrustments 
section of the draft plan The essement. ¢ granted. would require no expense for 
fencing nor enforcement There « little, ¢ any. practical recreational potential No 
precbcal shernetive exists The quantity of land is very small | thunk you will agree 
there 8 no need for reclamation nor recreation purposes. and there are no sensitive 
resources: 


| don’t believe | arn responsible for any trespess. because the cabin occupied thus site 
for 16 yeers prior to our purchasing @. Had it been in trespass, the Park Service had 
ample opportunity to make thes charge against an owner some 33 years earher Tha 
property s located well shove the 1.310 foot contour intervel — | would estimete a 
minerum of 50 feet | befieve the land contains no sensitive culture! nor netural 
resources, public notification nor tnbel consuftation 
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Since the only requirement | have failed to fulfill is the application for a permit at an 
earlier date, | don't believe | am guilty of your charge of trespass, and further fee! this 
accusation is unfounded and discriminatory. | have heard rumors of instances of 8 
very similar nature being satisfactority resolved in the past and am eware of others 
that exist at the present time. 


Coupied with the points of consideration | have listed, | would like to remind you of 
the last public scoping meeting held at Porcupine Bay, where you addressed this 


the property you and Howard Beloved had earlier discussed that laid in his area as an 
example. You repeated this address at a later meeting at Deer Meadows with various 
County Commissioners present, and once again referred to the property located in 
Howard Beloved’s area which is Sunset Point. This property is mine. 








| ask you to please reconsider the determination made in your letter and find that the 
minor boundary adjustments section of the proposed Management Pian does, or 
indeed should, contain provisions for resolving problems such 48 this. 








Your prompt attention and reply to this request will be deeply appreciated. 
Respectfully, 


(Chuck) W. Booth 





A The text on pages 31-32 in the draft plan has been revised in the final plan to 


address situations such as that cited in your letter. 
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January 1999 
Superintendent, Lake Roosevelt H.R.A 
1008 Crest Drive - 
Coulee Dam, Wa 99116-1259 jan 29 
Dear Superintendant Baker, 1 R.A. 


I have been to @ number of meetings on your propos$d management plan 
and read the book. Alternative # 1 maybe an improvement fer the general 
public and tribes, however there are several things I don,t understand 
for the non-tribal landowerjs. 

As to boat ramps for the home develouped areas with landowners living 
there, I feel dock's should stay and when permits were issued I understood 
the public could use them and this greatly eased traffic at your develouped 
campgrounds and gave landowners access to the lake. It should be that way 
now! 








I own land ° are across 
Reservation (Sec.15,14,22,23,24,& 27,7.27,Re38)with only the river and 
your narrow strip between the Spokane fribe‘and se.This has about 1300 
acres, of which only 154% is farm ground under irrigation, t is 
minimal crossed fenced pasture. 550eacres of that on west side of fence 
has no water except for the river. I am very sorry you did not resolve 
the erasing iseuet We are talking about 4 miles of water front. 

I doen't care for the wap of that area & dispersed recreation coloring, 
you are well inte private preperty & the irrigated field & pasture. I 
Understand why the passive waters because of the narrow, ewift area & 
your comment to me to make it « area. Now just where are you launching 
& lending theses canges? I an the Tribe has indicated it does not 
have an interest in develouping the proposed concession on the map 
opposite pg.172. What a road to get.there., A concession at the proposed 
point would really give me problems as you say Hunting and camping are 
permitted. There are several my side of the river that could 


cause Dleme from fire and trash if used. 
I like the ‘quiteness down alec like to knew who is hunting 


on sy property. Nature,s critters need a place toe. Cattle and critters 
do work together as we have hed both for years. People cause problens in 
the ais. 

















B Does no new develoupment mean I can! a 
k when t @ site on the river in the Sixties? 





A "dene 





DORIS DIETRICH 
A See summary comment A. 


B_ The general management plan applies only to public lands managed by the 
National Park Service and not to private lands. The proposal for no new 
development on the Spokane Arm refers to facilities that the National Park 
Service would construct on public lands. 
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January 29, 1999 


Qeceivel) 


Vaughn Baker, Superintendent 


Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area FEB 9 2999 
1008 Crest Drive 
Coulee Dem, Washington 99116-1259 7 R i : cA 


Re: General Management Plan EIS 
Dear Mr. Baker: 
Please accept my comment on the EIS and Plan which will guide rations 


for the next 10 to 20 years. Generally, I support Alternative 1 - Proposed 
ACTION. I would add the following comment on this alternative: 








I believe the NPS needs to develop a flexible fund to support ranp 
extension work. As know these draw downs are unpredictable and depend 
heavily on winter precipitation patterns that it is not possible for the NPS to 
budget for a particular year. For example, I just heard a day or two ago that 
the draw down may be as much as 70 feet this spring. I would guess if I asked 
you if the NPS is ready to extend ramps this spring to teke advantage of this 
draw down you would say that it is not in your budget. This will continue to 
be a problem unless se change is made. 








I believe tree thinning within those forested areas below the “1310” line 
is a serious - = have property thet ebuts the line and I am concerned 
about fire. There is a lot clean up end thinning needed for safety and forest 
health reasons. If a forester could be available to "1310" adjacent property 
owners for consultation these owners could maintain those ereas of concern. 


I believe the proposed location for the deep water marina just north of 
the current Kettle Falis marina is a good compromise even though it is not well 
protected from winds. 


I applaud the decision to allow continued irregation practices on LRNRA 
although cattle grezing permitees still need to follow rec practices to 
protect water quality. 


Finally, I understand the decision to continue to ellow personal water 
craft on Lake Roosevelt although I am concerned that, in time, the noise 


polution issue will increase and become a negative in the attempt to maintain a 
netural character to LANRA. 


Thank you for this opportunity to respond. 


Sincerely, 


Belin As 





DAVID KING 


A The availability of funds to take advantage of lower drawdowns has been, as 
you suggest, a problem in the past. The funding was not always available 
when we had the opportunity to extend the launch ramps. The fee demonstra- 
tion program that has been authorized through 2001 gives us the flexibility 
you refer to by allowing the collecting park to retain 80% of the fees collected 
at the park for projects such as extending launch ramps. Hopefully, this pro- 
gram or something similar will be authorized beyond 2001. 


We will continue to evaluate access points for the potential to extend launch 
ramps to lower elevations. However, opportunities for extending launch ramps 
are limited by physical as well as fisca! constraints. Several of our ramps 
either end in abrupt drop-offs or level off into extended flat areas -- neither 
Situation is suitable for extending ramps. 
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joes YED ALAN AND MONICA KRAUSE 
iV : a 
Jan 2.2 999 A All of the existing docks would need to be evaluated according to the criteria 


LiuN RA, January 21, 1999 


Lake Roosevelt GMP Planning Team 
Denver Service Center - Culver DSC/RP 
12795 West Alameda Parkway 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


First of all, we would like to thank Supernntendent V aughn Baker for the tume and effort 
that has been put into the proposed Lake Roosevelt Gencral Management Pian. it s 
definitety an improvement to be abie to discuss our issues as property owners along the 
lake with the Park Service. 


A fer reviewing the proposed plan, we prefer the Alternative No. |. We are especially 
intercsted in the boundary adjustments, and would like to see this resolved in writing 
legally, with the exchange or purchase of these areas where special use permsts were 
issued over the past several years. We realize, however, that this should be above the 
1310 mark, and where appropriaic, grving the land owner the opportunity to either 
purchase or exchange to that line. This wil take the burden sway from the Park Service 
to maintain weed control, litter and waste. It = essential to the property owner that he 
have this issue resolved, to keep st from comung up time and time again, that adds cost to 
the government and to the property owner. We agree that this should only apply to those 
that have had the special use permits and not be extended to other government lands 
along the Lake. Let's put this issue to bed. 


With the increase use of the Lake, it is evidert that more Ra gers are necessary to patrol 
the lake shores wn order to keep contro! of fires, refuse, human waste and safe use of 
watercrafts. In order to enforce the plan, perhaps an increase wn fines w necessary to get 
the attention of those or violate the laws. We would also like to see more waste dumps on 
the lake to keep boats from dumping im the lake (as they do). 








tr use. We agree that more access pom*ts need two be established (such as Crescent 





The community and personal docks have been s heated issue. Would 1G 0S 
epproprate to permit the existing docks to remam, but not issue any further permits 
unless approved on an individual besis by the Park Service, the County Commusmoners 
and the adjacent property owners. Of course, the prrvate docks would need to comply to 











Proposed in the community access points section on pages 28-30 of the draft 
plan before they could be permitted. 


See also summary comment E. 
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Page 2 


In regards to the grazmmg issue. ht appears to us thet is only fas that grazing be allowed 
to continue. This is a hardshap for the cattlemen. 


Agmn we would like to thank you for the opportumity to vorce our concerns and hope that 
some of these issues that are taking up valuable ume and money will be resotved 
effectively and permapentty The overal! pian 1s definitely an unprovement. 
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Jan 27 BSS 
Lk.w. RA 


CARL } MATTSON 


JAN 26. 1999 


ONE UP FRONT COMMENT I§ THE DOCUMENT DATE. IN REVIEWING THE DOCUMENT | 
AMM MOT SURE OF THE DATE | KNOW THIS [5 NIT-PICKING BUT SHOULL) NOT THE 
DOCUMENT DATE BE EASY TO FINE 











MOST OF THE BOAT USE APPEARS TO BE DAILY IN NATURE AND ADDITIONAL RAMPS 
MAY HELP TO OMSPERSE USE ALSO THESE RAMPS WOULD ONLY HAVE TO BE USABLE 
WHEN THE LAKE IS WITHIN ABOUT 20 FEET OF PULL POOL LAKE USE DISPERSION AND 
CROWDING AT BOAT RAMPS [S ONLY A PROBLEM AT THE NORTH END OF THE LAKE IN 
THE SUMMER ALSO CUTS DOWN ON LAUNCH RAMP CONSTRUCTION. 

















AS FAR AS BOAT MOORAGE IS CONCERNED A COMPLETE RANGE OF FACILITIES SHOULD 
BE CONSIDERED THE MEW MARINAS PROPOSED POR KETTLE FALLS POR EXAMPLE 
OMLY PROPOSES EXTREMELY EXPENSIVE DOCKS. 

POR EXAMPLE MOORING BUOYS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AS WELL AS THE MORE 
EXPENSIVE DOCK PROPOSALS MOORING BUOYS CAN BETTER RIDE OUT A WIND STORM 
THAN DOCKS AND SHOULD HAVE LESS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. 


WITH THE SHORT BOATING SEASON ON LAKE ROOSEVELT COSTS SHOULD BE A MAJOR 








| WOULD LIKE A FULL BCONOMIC ANALYSIS OF COSTS AND RETURNS OF ANY 
DEVELOPMENT 





CARL MATTSON 
A Additional moorage would be allowed under alternative | via the construction 


of new marinas, such as the ones proposed at Kettle Falls and Crescent Bay as 
weil as the expansion of existing marina operations. Community access points 
could also provide additional moorage. The text on pages 28-30 of the draft 
plan has been revised in the final plan. Also, additional moorage could be one 
of the new services provided by the expanded facilities proposed for Hunters 
in alternative 1. 


Additional boat ramps would be allowed under the provisions for community 
access points as described in alternative |. These new ramps would be in 
underserved areas, and most would be accessible only during periods when 
the lake is between elevations 1,270 to 1,290. 


Alternative | would allow for a complete range of mooring options. A higher 
level of service would be provided at the commercial marinas, while less 
expensive moorage could be provided at the community access points. The 
actual form of the moorage would vary to suit the location and the level of 
service desired. Mooring buoys could be allowed in any of the areas if they 
were deemed the appropriate solution for that location. 
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[REALLY DO MOT CARE WHO RUNS THE PACHLITIOS AS LONG AS NERDS ARE MET AT A 
FAIR PRICE 


GPFER A RAMGE OF FACILITIES FOR EXAMPLE THE COMCESSIONAMRE AT KETTLE FALLS 
APPEARS JUST TO WANT TO PROVIDE EXTL..si VE DOCKS, SOME COVERED AMD WITH 
ELECTRICAL AND ETC WHECH | DO NOT WANT OR NEED I'M SURE THES INCREASES HIS 


PERS FROM COMAGQURETY TYPE FACILITIES PROBARLY GET A BETTER RETURN THAN 
FROM CONCESSION FEES BASE ON DATA! SAW SEVERAL YEARS AGO THE NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE GET ABOUT 3 CENTS OF EVERY DOLLAR OF THE CONCESSION FEE 


THE CORQGPETY TYPE OPERATION [S A MUCH BETTER ALTERNATIVE THAN IMONVIDUAL 
PACELITIES OR CONCESSIONS FOR THE SMALLER TYPE CF FACILITY ALSO A 
COMCESSIONARE WOULD PRORARL Y BE UNABLE TO MAKP A PROPTT ON OFSPERSEID 
SMALL FACLITIES 

















THES PROPOSAL WELL ADDRESS THES PROPOSAL SEPARATELY PROM THE ABOVE | 
PERSONALLY HAVE PROBLEMS WITH EXPASGRION OF THE KETTLE FALLS MARINA FOR 
THE FOLLOWING REASOMS: 

1) FIRST AND FOREMOST FROM THE MAP PROVIDED THE COST APPEARS TO BE 
ASTROMOMOCAL FOR THE SEASON OF USE PHES TO THE PUBLIC WILL BE HIGH 

2) PLANS KEEP INGISTING DOCKS SOME COVERED ALL WHOCH ARS VERY EXPENSIVE TO 
CONSTRUCTION AMD MAINTADS 

3) WHAT ABOUT MOORING BUOVS WHICH ARF MUCH CHEAPER? 


POR EXAMPLE THE RACK Y POEMT SAILING CLUB BUOY FIELD WHICH | AM VERY 
PAMELLIAR WITH HAVING DONE THE ORIGINAL DESIGN [5 4 LOW COST OPERATION THE 
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Area would continue to be managed either directly by the Nationa! Park Ser- 
vice or under concessioner contracts administered by the National Park Ser- 
vice. The final mixture will be determined by which entity is able to offer the 
best level of service to the public. In the past, the Nationa! Park Service has 
managed the less developed facilities such as campgrounds, swim beaches, 
and boat iaunch ramps. Concessioners have operated the more developed 
facilities such as the marinas where a higher level of service is provided. This 
general pattern would continue under either alternative: however. in the provi- 
sions for community access points in alternative |. some additional uses of the 
concession authority could be added. 


The exact nature of the proposed new marina at Kettle Falls would no‘ be 
work done in this document was preliminary. Only enough detail was ana- 
lyzed to determine if the proposed site was a feasible location. If the proposed 
alternative is selected and approved, additional design work and NEPA docu- 
mentation would be completed before any construction began. As part of the 
NEPA process, the public would have an opportunity to review and comment 
on the final proposal. 
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COST TO INSTALL THE 17 BUOY FIELD WAS ABOUT $300 PER BUOY. WITH DEVELOPMENT 
COSTS AT THIS LEVEL THE MOORING FEES COULD BE QUITE REASONABLE NO MATTER 
WHO THE “EVELOPER MAY BE 


& 4) THE PROPOSED LOCATION HAS LITTLE PROTECTION FROM THE WIND. YOU HAVE TO 
¥ USE A LOT OF IMAGINATION TO SAY ITS BEHIND A POINT. FROM MY SAILING 
EXPERIENCE NEAR THIS LOCATION THE ONLY REAL SHELTER [S THE SMALL COVE 
ACROSS THE LAKE. 


5) THE WATER DEPTH IN THIS AREA APPEARS TO DEEP. A MOORING BUOY IN ABOUT 60 
FEET OF WATER IT WOULD TAKE ABOUT 180 OF HEAVY LINE AND OR CHAIN WITH AT 
LEAST A 200 LB STEEL ANCHOR TO HOLD A SMALL SAIL BOAT. TO SAFELY HOLD A DOCK 
COMPLEX WOULD BE A MAJOR ENGINEERING PROJECT, WITH CORRESPONDING COSTS. 


6) | WOULD EXPECT WAVE ACTION GREATER THAN IN YOUR REPORT. BASED ON WHAT I 
SAW DURING THE SO CALLED FIRE STORM A FEW YEARS AGO. 


7) tS THERE A NEED FOR YEAR AROUND FACILITIES. 

THE BOATING SEASON AT BEST [S SHORT WITH THE HEAVIEST USE FROM ABOUT 
MEMORIAL DAY, IF THE LAKE LEVEL IS UP, TO LABOR DAY. AFTER LABOR DAY USE IS 
NIL. THIS | BASE ON MY LATE SEASON SAILING AND LIVING WITHIN VIEW OF THE LAKE 
FOR THE PAST 30 YEARS. THIS IS NOT A SCIENTIFIC SURVEY JUST AN OBSERVATION. 


THEREFORE, | WOULD GUESS THE MARINA WOULD BE MOSTLY USE FOR WATER 
STORAGE OF BOATS FOR ABOUT § MONTHS EACH YEAR. WOULD NOT IT BE BEST TO 
ENCOURAGE OFF LAKE STORAGE FOR MOST OF THE YEAR 


8) | SEE NO BOAT LAUNCH AT THIS MARINA SO WHY A PARKING LOT WHICH REFERENCES 
CAR AND TRAILERS? 


9) MOVE THE HOUSE BOATS FROM THE MARINA TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL SPACE. | 
POINTED THIS OUT YEARS AGO THAT THEY TAKE UP TO MUCH SPACE AND INTERFERE 
WITH ACCESS TO THE STORE AND FUEL. 


11) IS A STORE AND ETC. REALLY NEEDED, WHEN ANOTHER IS WITHIN ABOUT 1/4 MILES 


12) WHY NOT TRY A TEMPORARY HOUSEBOAT ONLY FACILITY NEAR THE BOISE 
CASCADE PLANT TO SEE IF [T COULD WORK. THIS WOULD NOT HAVE THE COLOSSAL 
COSTS OF THIS MARINA PROPOSAL. 


AS | SEE THIS PROPOSAL THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY COULD BE DETERMINED IN THE 
MATTER OF MINUTES. THE CAPITAL INVESTMENT WOLD BE PROHIBITIVE. DOES THE 
CONCESSIONAIRE PAY FOR ALL THE NECESSARY CONSTRUCTION? 


WITH THIS PROPOSAL I AM AFRAID WE WOULD WIND UP WITH A VERY EXPENSIVE 
MARINA, AND ABSURD MOORING PEES. 


A SMALLER AND MORE DISPERSED MARINAS MAYBE A BETTER ALTERNATIVE. SMALLER 
MARINAS MAY FIT THE LAKE BETTER THAN HAVE THE LAKE FIT THIS PROPOSAL 


| WOULD LOOK FOR A BETTER SITE. ADAPT THE FACILITIES TO THE AVAILABLE SITES, 
INSTEAD OF THIS ALL OR NOTHING PROPOSAL. THIS PROPOSAL RBQUIRES A VERY 
NARROW CRITERIA OF CONDITIONS WHICH MAY NOT BE AVAILABLE IN THE KEITLE 
FALLS AREA 
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OTHER 
TiS [S$ PROBABLY BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT, BUT | WOULD LIKE TO 


COSTS OF FACILITIES LIKE A POSSIBLE NEW MARINA AT KETTLE FALLS. 


A GOOD EXAMPLE OF A FACILITY WHICH SHOULD BE REPLACED IS THE SWIM AREA 
ABOUT ONE MILE SOUTH OF THE MARINA AT KETTLE FALLS. IT IS A CRYING SHAME THIS 
BEAUTIFUL SWIM ARBA IS ALMOST ALWAYS USELESS FOR SWIMMING. I ASSUME WHEN 
IT WAS CONSTRUCTED LAKE LEVELS WERE NOT A PROBLEM 


: HOUSEBOATS SEEM TO HAVE A DISPROPORTIONAL IMPACT ON THE LAKE IN RELATION 
TO THE AMOUNT OF USE THESE 39,000 USER DAYS SEEM TO STEP ON THE TOES OF 
OTHER USERS. 


IET SKI THIS TYPE BOAT SHOULD BE MADE QUIETER IN RELATION TO THERE SIZE. YOU 
DO NOT HAVE TO BE A PROPHET TO PREDICT JET SKIS WILL CONTINUE TO BE A 
PROBLEM, WITH | GELIBVE, IS A LARGE SEGMENT OF THE POPULATION. 


UNDER THE EXISTING ALTERNATE THE DELETION OF SPRCIAL USES I$ NOT A VERY 
PROGRESSIVE ACTION. IN THAT CASE WE WOULD HAVE ONLY THE CONCESSIONS FOR 
MOORAGE AT VAST DISTANCES APART. 


THE PARKING LOT CROWDING PROSLEM AT KETTLE FALLS CAN ONLY BE RESOLVED BY 
CONSTRUCTION OF ADDITION LAUNCH RAMPS AT OTHER LOCATIONS. A NEW MARINA AT 
KETTLE FALLS WOULD NOT BE AN ANSWER TO THIS CROWDING. [ DO NOT THINK THAT 
ADDITIONAL LAUNCH RAMPS ALONG THE LAKE WILL HELP THE KETTLE FALLS PROBLEM 
UNLESS THE ADDITIONAL RAMP WITH PARKING [S BUILT NEAR THE EXISTING MARINA 
HAS THE AREA ABOUT A QUARTER OF A MILE SOUTH OF THE MARINA EVER BEEN 
LOOKED AT? THES AREA IS A LARGE FLAT WHICH WOULD PROVIDE PARKING FOR A 
LARGE NUMBER OF CARS AND ETC. 


BY THE WAY, | THINK YOUR AGENCY DID A GREAT JOB ON THE LAUNCH RAMP AT THE 
FRENCH ROCK ISLANDS SOUTH OF KETTLE FALLS. IT FITS THE LANDSCAPE WELL WITH 
THE PARKING I OT OUT OF SIGHT OF THE LAKE. 


: 
E 
: 
: 
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IN SUMMARY | BELIEVE ADOITIONAL USABLE FACILITIES ARE NBEDED ON LAKE 
ROOSEVELT, BUT COSTS SHOULD BE A MAJOR FACTOR IN ANY PROMECT IT WOULD BE 
HARD TO SUSTIFY EXPENSIVE FACILITIES IN RELATION TO THE SHORT SEASON. KEEP IT 
SIMPLE NOT EXPENSIVE. 


CARL | MATTSON 
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Jim Pritchard 


RECEIVED 
January 25, 1999 JAN 2 7 1999 


LRNRA, 


Vaughn Baker, Superintendent 

Lake Roosevelt National Recreation 
1008 Crest Drive 

Coulee Dam, WA 99116 


Re: Draft General Management Plan 
Dear Vaughn, 


As & long time board member and a past president of the 

Lake Roosevelt Property Owners Association and very active 
participant in the Lake Roosevelt Forum, you and your staff 
are to be commented on your draft General Management Plan. 

I am, however, concerned about some of the factors, on page 
29, to be considered in evaiuating community access proposals. 





Please consider clarifying item one by adding the word *only* 
to the end of the paragraph. There may be situations in 
which there are only a few adjoining property owners but 

a large number of other folks who vould want access to the 
proposed launch site. 








Item 4 Access roads--Sounds as though the NPS would require 
the County to upgrade the access road as a part of the approval 
process. In some good lake access points, it would not 
be economically possible to bring the access road up to 
County standards. I would like to see this item modified. 











I seriously question item 8 which concerns the ability of 
the community to assume liability for public use of community 
provided and maintained facilities. These boat launches 

and boat slips will be on public lands; therefore, it seens 
the government would be liable. 














pians specifications requirement needs to be modified 
to except existing facilities. 





It ie realized there will be implementation procedures developed 
after the a oval of the General Management Plan; but, 

as an adjoining land owner, I want to see the authority 

of the NPS more restricted in this basic document. 


I do support Alternative 1. 
Sincerely, , Y j 
@ Pritchard 


copy: Senator Gorton 
Congreseman Nethercutt 





JIM PRITCHARD 


A_ We believe the wording as proposed addresses your concern. Community 
access points would not be approved if they only (or primarily) serve a small 
number of individual property owners. 


B_ Factor 4 regarding county roads was included because the development of 
access points would affect the county road system in many instances. This 
factor gives the counties the opportunity to determine what impacts a pro- 
posed access point would have on their road system and whether reasonable 
public access would be available. 


C_ The nature of liability will depend on several factors including who builds and 
maintains the facilities. As a general rule, the National Park Service is 
required to take appropriate steps to limit the liability of the United States 
arising from the provision of facilities that are built and maintained by others. 


D All facilities, both existing and future, that are available to the public will 
have to comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding safety, access 
for the disabled, etc. The National Park Service does not have the authority to 
exempt existing facilities from compliance with these requirements. 
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SF am sary I missed pour pall mecting whan pou were 
ge in Kettle Fall, bat I had 2 canfllet of mastings; so I will 
My barged wncen is that we need te preted the single 
other large tates that is quan beaches of puble domain. This 
matt be proleded with « vengeance and as the publle trusioe if is 
pour fol to de ww. What JI fear of it thal one at a time piece 
pion we are hosing this whan tahan singularly one at a time 
thay mate good santa bat it is the total offbeat that nouds to be 
guarded Suren Bays sbderelymant want in and the pable 
buillls 2 Seat launch, than Fineobe, mow it is Crascant Bay and 
the one above Kollar. I hnow thare it pol ical pressure, bat at 
Mawardi of tha land you must proserce the unigue gualitins of 

Sake Roswell 








J heard thal thare wai damian oF: 
the Colball Pinar “Oli Kettle ren” I sapppart this idea 
With the adeart of the partnal water aref the rales have 
thay may have J hnow thal we mush acoommodals their use 








ful if mul be apprewiale. 
J hace bean boating on Lake aid 
probaly hnow it better than mod around. Jf I can be of 





JOHN RIDLINGTON 
A Although this area was discussed as a possible candidate for designation as a 


passive waler management area, we are not proposing that designation at this 
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Comsments subeasfied m regards to the General Management Pian for Lake 
Roosevelt Nabonal Recreapon Area. 


The GM does act adequately address the affect the plea wil] heve on the present dey 
cuitural resources The custom and cultural actrvines of present dey "eandemts are just as 
umportant es the cultural acuvipes of the Nenve Amancas peopie of the past European 
man has msoncalty made macy comtnbutzous to thes ares mchudang the create of Lake 
Rocsevell Agnauiture wes one of the mayor reasons the dam wes bust, Banks Lake was 
created, and the Cohumbes Base Project was marted If the NPS resogruscs the vetue of 
the Nagve Amencan culture then the culture of the Pasopess Amencan should be equa! y 
recogmzed There s a0 recogmton of the <attiemen herding thew caitie along ths nver 
shores on the wey to For Spokane or to the mumng camps to the North No mennos of 
the reason Fort Spokane wes estabiished to protect the fermen. ranchers snd auners of 
thas area 


The GMP does not address encroachment of the visors on the private property owners 
and the destruction of private property by visitors trying to access the LANRA On page 
33 the explananos of deapersed recreamon areas « austending amd coukd be conmfusimg 
the pblec whech is aot families wat the NPS boundary The statement heted ws the GMP 
mated, ~ vegtor’s would experiences a primanily natural landscape” could lead vistors to 
thamk adjomeg prrvete lands are past of the natural landscape and are svmiabie for thes 
recreational activines has in addatron to the haghinghting of prrvate lands adjormng the 
LRRA on the map inserts sting the differen areas as dispersed recrestional areas could 
be awsiveding to the pubbc = ft also could be musmterpreted as the vewshed beng under 
_ tte NPS management. 


Much of the lands Inghighted as chepersed recresponal areas are actually agncukura! 
lands Agnoulture is noi 6 dirty word, yet your GMP has almost completely evorded 
addressing agricukure On page | 48 under the management and regulsnor ~ the LARGi. 
1 states management or reguiapoe shal! act mterfere with or bs moonsy.em with ‘he 
purposes for whuch the Columba Bassa Project wes established The ( ohsmbu Bann 
Progect Act Section 4 chearty states the project was for the purposes of assisting the 
permanent vetement of farm famibes The government made proauses w the tums 
who came to settle the Cotumisa Bamn Project Permanent sett oment does not mean 
wan) the NPS decides recreational use takes pnonty over agnculty re uses 























The GMP contams a0 analysis of the umpacts on smal) entpes as 





or achons The GMP has not addressed 
other alternatives to agnouhural special use permats bemg comiumed 














C. RONALD ROSENBERG 


A We will continue to educate visitors to the recreation area of the land status 
and the fact that much of the land upland from the immediate vicinity of the 
shoreline is private property. The maps in the draft management plan contain 
the following disclaimer: Because the NRA public lands (shown in yellow) 
are quite narrow, it was difficult to show management areas on a map. The 
wide bands of color shown depict only the management and use of the NRA 
public lands and waters. The colored bands are not intended to show manage- 
ment or use of any private, other agency, or tribal lands. 


Although these maps are intended for planning purposes and would not be 
used in general visitor information, we appreciate the concern and will revise 
the maps in the fina! «'* co show management areas only on the public lands. 


B See summary comment A. 


The general management plan is not proposing any changes in existing law, 
regulation, or policy with regard to grazing or other agricultural uses on public 
lands (see summary comment A). Therefore, an analysis of impacts on small 
entities such as ranchers and farmers with regard to these issues is not 
required. 

D Impacts on the socioeconomic environment are discussed in the draft plan 
beginning on page 104. 

E The draft management plan did not identify alternatives where agricultural 
uses could continue because the authority for such uses on the public lands 


within the national recreation area does not currently exist. See also summary 
comment A. 
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The GMP does sot address the Rupanan Water Ragits of tne adjomung land owners 
Under the Mpanan symem. the owner of the land that borders a iske or strene has the 
rgtt tw ressonabie use of the water Congress bas recogmmed the gits and Cutom 
under the Desert Land Act of 1577. 


Te GMP proposed requarements for communry docks re usresiauc ~The smai! 
commuabes coukd aot financiafty sfford 10 update end mmatase the docks under the 
manderds mated @ the GMP The NPS does oot eve the funds 0 buuld ued mannan 
docks and launch ramps wohen the LANILA to conform wo these sandards « = unreal 
to roquere small communes © comply The GAP does act adequatety eddress the 
economnc umpact the GMP and tae acnoms of the NPS will heve on these small 
commnuas>es as required under the Reguistory Flemabeity Ac 


The NPS allowed docks umier previous special use permsts "hese docks were 
emabirehed by these Communttes and heve contributed w the unprowing of thew property 
vatues The GMP contasmed no ecomosmc analyses of the umpect the removal of the docks 
would have on property velues The lowenng of property values would in turn affect the 
counry as far as tax revemmes Agen the NPS needs to renew the purposes of the 
Conumtna Bas Propect © have peogte come and srtthe thus ares establish communi ie: 
“wma and ranches 


© Ronasd Rosenberg 


C Kowesll. Renan tony 
Ce. 

 Oagresaman eorge “ether cut 
Senator Slade orton 


Senator Pury Murray 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
DAN ROSENBERG 
Comments oo Geer’ Management Plan for Lake Roosevelt by Natonal 
Park Service. A See summary comment A. 
Lake Roosevelt wes created for flood commroi, development of agncultural B See comment C above in this letter 


Cotmmbna Basin Project was started the govermment made procmses 10 the 
farmers that came to setthe tins arcs that they could make permanent 

settiements within the Cotumbwa Basin The government cacowraged the 
establishing of the farms and ranches by providing water and allowing the 
use of the proyect lands for agnioultursi actrwoes The management pian 
smes « does not have the suthonty to wicw agntultural actvenes, vot the 


A As 8 young rancher, | feel the government has not homored  promuses to the 
agncultural producers under the Reciamaton Act and the Colamina Raman 
Project Act The permanent secriement of farm famales as stated wn the 
Cokembna Basn Proyect Act should be honored by ail govermment agencies 
and farm farmbes should not be forced out of bummess by the acbors of NPS 
for recrestoa | am a 5* gemerenon farmer/rancher | wame to be able to 
cammnwe to operstr my famuty farmang caterprise Lf the goveramen: honors 
the weates with the Natrve Amercams then « should aino homor the promises 


t made ctuzens that west to settle the farms and ranches 


B The GMP docs not address the impacts the actions of the NPS have will on 
the smail farms and ranches adjommg ake Roosevelt as requared under the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 'f the NPS chumanates agricultural permmts | wil! 

















Dan Rosenberg 
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HERMAN STARK 


A The management of the fishery on Lake Roosevelt is a very complex issue 
that goes far beyond the scope of this plan. Fisheries on the Columbia River 
System, of which Lake Roosevelt is a very small part, have national and inter- 
national ramifications. Any final resolution of their management will require 
the participation of many federal, state, tribal, and foreign governmental enti- 
ties. The scope of this plan addresses only the areas contained within the NRA 
boundary. Please see “Issues beyond the Scope of This Management Plan” on 
page 15 of the draft and the subsection on "Fishery Management" on page 18 
of the draft for additional discussion. 


B_ The National Park Service has an ongoing program to extend and improve 
launch ramps where possible. The launch ramp at Hawk Creek was extended 
and the parking lot paved during the summer of 1998. In the past 10 years 
many ramps have been extended or new ones constructed. Extending ramps to 
very low water levels can be problematic given the uncertainties of lake lev- 
els, obtaining funding in a timely manner, etc. Most existing ramps are at or 
near their practical limits. Extending ramps below the 1,220-foot level is very 
questionable due to the infrequent periods that the lake is actually drawn 
down that far. 


See also summary comments E and G. 
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MR. AND MRS DAVE ZINECKER 


A Designation of an area as passive waters does not mean that the whole area 
would be classified as a no-wake or nonmotorized zone. Individual manage- 
ment prescriptions would be developed for each area that vould specify the 
appropriate restrictions. A range of alternatives would be explored to deter- 
mine the best management solution for a particular area. In some instances 


this could mean just a slower speed limit, or some type of seasonal restriction. 


In others, it might be more restrictive. 
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Center/Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area 
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As the nation's pnincipal conservation agency, the Department of the Intenor has responsibility for most of our nationally 
owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our |and and water resources. 

our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places, and 
providing for the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral 
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people. The department also 
promotes the goals of the Take Pride in Amernca campaign by encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the 
public lands and promoting citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for 
Amenican Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island terntones under U.S. administration 
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